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Abstract	  A	   three	   decade	   long	   violent	   conflict	   in	   Aceh,	   Indonesia,	   between	   the	   Free	   Aceh	  Movement	  (GAM)	   and	   the	   Indonesian	   military	   (TNI)	   has	   cost	   thousands	   of	   Acehnese	   their	   lives.	   The	  conflict	  is	  rooted	  in	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh	  and	  the	  unwillingness	  of	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  to	  grant	  the	  region	  its	  independence,	  partly	  due	  to	  the	  region’s	  large	  and	  valuable	  natural	  resource	  deposits.	  In	  2001	  Aceh	  was	  offered	  an	  autonomy	  law,	  which	  was	  rejected	  by	  GAM	  and	  only	   fueled	   the	   secessionist	   demands.	   Five	   years	   later,	  Aceh	  was	   granted	   another	  autonomy	   law,	   this	   time	  mitigating	   the	   secessionist	   demands.	   This	   project	   aims	   to	   explain	  how	   and	   why	   the	   two	   autonomy	   laws	   in	   Aceh	   have	   respectively	   fueled	   and	   mitigated	  secessionist	   demands.	   An	   analysis	   of	   the	   socio-­‐political	   landscape	   and	   the	   secessionist	  demands	  through	  time,	  using	  a	  cost-­‐benefit	  framework,	  will	  help	  explain	  why	  the	  autonomy	  laws	  had	  such	  different	  outcomes.	  	  	  	  Keywords:	  Secession,	  Autonomy,	  Indonesia,	  Aceh,	  GAM.	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Acronyms	  	  DOM	  -­‐	  Daerah	  Operasi	  Militer	  -­	  Military	  operation	  area	  	  GAM	  -­‐	  Gerakan	  Aceh	  Merdeka	  -­	  Free	  Aceh	  Movement	  	  ICTJ	  -­‐	  International	  Center	  for	  Transitional	  Justice	  LNG	  -­‐	  Liquid	  Natural	  Gas	  LoGA	  -­‐	  Law	  on	  the	  Governing	  of	  Aceh	  MOI	  -­‐	  Mobil	  Oil	  Indonesia	  MoU	  -­‐	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  MPR	  -­‐	  Majelis	  Pemusyawaratan	  Rakyat	  -­	  People’s	  Consultative	  Assembly	  	  PUSA	  -­‐	  Persatuan	  Ulama	  Seluruh	  Aceh	  -­‐	  All-­‐Aceh	  Ulama	  Association	  SIRA	  -­‐	  Sentral	  Informasi	  Referendum	  Aceh	  -­‐	  Information	  Center	  for	  a	  Referendum	  in	  Aceh	  	  	  TNI	  -­‐	  Tentara	  Nasional	  Indonesia	  -­	  Indonesian	  Defense	  Force	  	  
Other	  helpful	  explanations	  
Darul	  Islam	  -­‐	  House	  of	  Islam	  -­‐	  radical	  Islamic	  movement	  in	  opposition	  to	  the	  Indonesian	  government.	  Aiming	  to	  establish	  an	  Islamic	  Indonesian	  state.	  
Pancasila	  -­‐	  Secular	  Indonesian	  state	  philosophy	  	  
Transmigrasi	  -­‐	  Transmigration	  program	  
Ulama	  -­‐	  religious	  leader	  	  
Presidents	  of	  Indonesia	  1945-­‐1967	  -­‐	  Sukarno,	  implemented	  the	  pancasila	  and	  transmigrasi	  1967-­‐1998	  -­‐	  Suharto,	  leader	  of	  the	  New	  Order	  1998-­‐1999	  -­‐	  Habibie,	  appointed	  by	  Suharto	  1999-­‐2001	  -­‐	  Wahid,	  first	  elected	  president	  2001-­‐2004	  -­‐	  Sukarnoputri,	  daughter	  of	  Sukarno	  2004-­‐present	  -­‐	  Yudhoyono,	  first	  directly	  elected	  president	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Timeline	  
	  1913	  	   Dutch	  control	  1945	  	   Sukarno	  comes	  to	  power	  and	  introduces	  Pancasila.	  1950	  	   Aceh	  becomes	  integrated	  into	  Indonesia.	  1953	  	   PUSA	  joins	  Darul	  Islam	  in	  revolt	  against	  the	  central	  Indonesian	  government.	  1957	  	   Aceh	  receives	  provincial	  status.	  1959	  	   Aceh	  is	  granted	  ‘special	  region’	  status.	  1967	  	   Fall	  of	  Sukarno.	  Replaced	  by	  Suharto.	  1976	  	   Hasan	  di	  Tiro	  establishes	  GAM.	  1989	  	   DOM	  is	  declared	  in	  Aceh.	  1997	  	   Asian	  financial	  crisis.	  1998	  	   Fall	  of	  Suharto,	  followed	  by	  democratic	  reformation	  of	  the	  central	  government	  and	  insertion	  of	  Habibie	  as	  the	  new	  president.	  DOM	  is	  lifted.	  1999	  	   Habibie	  is	  replaced	  as	  president	  by	  Wahid.	  2001	  	   Sukarnoputri	  replaces	  Wahid	  as	  president.	  The	  special	  autonomy	  law	  of	  Aceh	  is	  implemented.	  2003	  	   Declaration	  of	  martial	  law	  in	  Aceh	  in	  May.	  Government	  troops	  in	  Aceh	  are	  upgraded	  to	  count	  45,000	  fighting	  against	  approximately	  3,000-­‐5,000	  GAM	  troops.	  2004	  	   Martial	  law	  is	  repealed	  in	  May	  and	  the	  status	  of	  Aceh	  is	  downgraded	  to	  ‘civil	  emergency’.	  Yudhoyono	  is	  elected	  as	  president	  in	  september	  at	  the	  first	  direct	  democratic	  election	  (replacing	  Sukarnoputri).	  The	  tsunami	  hits	  Indonesia	  the	  26th	  of	  December.	  2005	   Signing	  of	  the	  Helsinki	  Peace	  Agreement	  and	  the	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  -­‐	  MoU.	  2006	   Implementation	  of	  Law	  on	  governing	  Aceh	  -­‐	  LoGA	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Introduction	  Since	   the	   fall	   of	   the	   authoritarian	   Indonesian	   leader	   Suharto	   in	   1998,	   academics	  have	  been	  debating	   whether	   Indonesia	   was	   at	   risk	   of	   disintegrating.	   The	   democratization	   process	   of	  Indonesia	  has	  been	  characterized	  by	  violence	  and	  conflict	  in	  most	  regions	  of	  the	  archipelago	  and	   particular	   in	   the	   region	   of	   Aceh	   have	   there	   been	   clashes	   between	   the	   secessionist	  movement	   (Gerakan	  Aceh	  Merdeka	   -­	  GAM)	  and	   the	   Indonesian	  government’s	  brutal	  military	  force	   (Tentara	   Nasional	   Indonesia	   -­‐	   TNI)	   (Gouveia,	   2006:	   29;	   Tajima,	   2008:451).	   GAM	  was	  established	   in	   1976	   as	   a	   response	   to	   the	   increasing	   discontent	   among	   the	   Acehnese	  population	   with	   the	   central	   government,	   which	   was	   the	   result	   of	   many	   years	   of	   economic	  exploitation	   and	   human	   rights	   violations	   (Aspinall,	   2007:	   253).	   Throughout	   Suharto’s	  repressive	   New	   Order	   regime	   from	   1967	   to	   1998	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   increased	   and	  after	   Suharto’s	   fall,	   GAM	   saw	   an	   opportunity	   of	   claiming	   independence,	   as	   the	   central	  government	  was	   at	   a	  weak	  point	   in	   the	   transition	   from	  authoritative	   regime	   to	  democracy.	  The	   government	   responded	   to	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   Aceh	   by	   offering	   regional	  autonomy	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  mitigate	  the	  secessionist	  threat	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  vii).	  However,	  as	  the	   central	   government	   reconstituted	   its	   power	   the	   support	   for	   the	   autonomy	   law	   faltered	  and	   the	   government	   in	   Jakarta	   again	   turned	   to	   more	   coercive	   means	   of	   mitigating	   the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh.	  Furthermore,	  GAM	  rejected	  the	  law	  stating	  that	  it	  was	  an	  insult	  to	  their	  claims	  of	  independence.	  Nevertheless,	  in	  2006	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  once	  again	  tried	  to	  use	  autonomy	  as	  a	  political	  tool	  to	  solve	  the	  continuous	  conflict	  in	  Aceh,	  and	  this	  time	  with	  much	  greater	  success	  (Mietzner,	  2007:	  26).	  How	  come	  there	  was	  this	  difference	   in	   the	  outcome	  of	  using	  autonomy	  as	  a	  political	  tool	  for	  mitigating	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  2001	  and	  2006	  and	  what	  factors	  have	  been	  determining	  for	  the	  development	  of	  secessionist	  demands	  over	  time?	  	  	  
Problem	  formulation	  	  	  
How	  have	  the	  secessionists	  demands	  in	  Aceh	  developed	  through	  time	  and	  have	  the	  
autonomy	  laws	  of	  2001	  and	  2006	  fueled	  or	  mitigated	  secessionist	  demands?	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Methodology	  In	   this	   section	   the	  methodological	   and	   theoretical	   considerations	  behind	   the	  project	  will	  be	  outlined.	   In	   the	   process	   of	   defining	   the	   problem	   area,	  we	   encountered	   some	   obstacles	   and	  considerations	   regarding	   our	   choice	   of	   case	   and	   theory,	   which	   will	   be	   explained	   in	   the	  following.	  First,	  our	  research	  question	  will	  be	  outlined:	  	  	  
How	   have	   the	   secessionists	   demands	   in	   Aceh	   developed	   through	   time	   and	   have	   the	  
autonomy	  laws	  of	  2001	  and	  2006	  fueled	  or	  mitigated	  secessionist	  demands?	  	  In	  answering	  the	  research	  question	  we	  have	  produced	  an	  analysis	  consisting	  of	   three	  parts.	  We	  will:	  1.	  Analyze	  the	  presence	  of	  the	  preconditions	  to	  how	  secessionist	  movements	  can	  arise.	  2.	  Provide	  a	  cost-­‐benefit	  analysis	  on	  whether	  secession	  is	  desirable,	  while	  analyzing	  the	  2001	  autonomy	  law	  and	  its	  effect	  on	  secessionist	  demands.	  3.	  Analyze	  the	  2006	  autonomy	  law	  and	  its	  effect	  on	  secessionist	  demands.	  
Single	  case	  study	  analysis	  We	  have	  chosen	  a	  single	  case	  study	  for	  our	  analysis	  and	  Aceh	  alone	  is	  therefore	  the	  basic	  unit	  of	   analysis.	   Firstly,	   Indonesia	   was	   chosen	   due	   to	   the	   high	   risk	   of	   disintegration	   in	   the	  archipelago,	   especially	   after	   the	   fall	   of	   Suharto	   and	   the	   associated	  democratization	  process.	  Being	   the	   fourth	   greatest	   democracy	   in	   the	   world,	   it	   would	   be	   of	   significant	   influence	   if	  Indonesia	   proved	   unable	   to	   hold	   the	   nation	   together.	   Even	   though	   it	   certainly	   would	   be	  interesting,	   we	   will	   not	   analyze	   what	   consequences	   the	   decentralization	   and	   potential	  disintegration	  of	  Indonesia	  could	  have	  on	  the	  region	  of	  Southeast	  Asia,	  as	  this	  would	  require	  a	  much	  broader	  scope	  of	  analysis.	  After	  a	  process	  of	  research	  and	  problem	  area	  considerations	  Aceh	  was	  chosen	  as	  a	  case	  for	  our	  analysis.	  The	  reason	  for	  choosing	  Aceh	  is	  threefold.	  First,	  Aceh	  is	  known	  as	  one	  of	  the	  most	  conflicted	  regions	  in	  Indonesia	  and	  thereby	  becomes	  center	  of	   attention	   to	   a	   wide	   range	   of	   academia.	   Second,	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   Aceh	   have	  developed	   through	   time	   and	   especially	   since	   the	   fall	   of	   Suharto	   Aceh	   has	   experienced	  fluctuations	  in	  the	  secessionist	  demands.	  Third,	  the	  autonomy	  laws	  of	  Aceh	  are	  able	  to	  answer	  two	   hypotheses	   in	   the	   research	   question,	  without	   having	   to	   draw	   upon	   other	   cases.	   These	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being	  the	  question	  of	  whether	  the	  granting	  of	  autonomy	  works	  to	  fuel	  or	  mitigate	  secessionist	  demands.	  	  Thus,	   Aceh	   constitutes	   a	   unique	   case,	   and	  will	   therefore	   not	   be	   used	   to	  make	   larger	  inferences	   about	   other	   cases,	   and	   does	   not	   function	   as	   a	   general	  model	   to	   other	   studies	   of	  secession.	  It	  would	  be	  inappropriate	  to	  claim	  too	  much	  for	  a	  particular	  study	  or	  for	  the	  events	  in	  a	  particular	  country	  on	  the	  basis	  of	  this	  single	  case	  study	  and	  this	  is	  indeed	  not	  the	  purpose	  of	   this	   project	   (Landman,	   2003:	   94).	   On	   the	   contrary,	  we	   use	   general	  models,	   like	   Galula’s	  counter-­‐insurgency	  theory,	  Bartkus’	  cost-­‐benefit	  framework	  and	  other	  theoretical	  statements	  from	  Wood,	  Gurr	  et	  alia,	  to	  describe	  the	  characteristics	  of	  our	  case.	  This	  way,	  we	  can	  identify	  some	  tendencies	  in	  our	  case	  that	  has	  happened	  in	  past	  history	  and	  has	  been	  developed	  into	  theories,	  which	  we	  can	  use	   to	  reject	  or	  confirm	  our	  research	  question.	  We	  will	  examine	  the	  outcomes	   when	   applying	   autonomy	   as	   a	   political	   tool.	   To	   do	   this,	   we	   have	   used	   several	  theoretical	   statements	   relating	   to	   this	   subject	   of	   autonomy.	   Our	   dependent	   variable	   is	   the	  secessionist	   demands,	   and	   this	   is	   what	   we	   seek	   to	   explain.	   Our	   independent	   variable	   is	  autonomy,	   which	   we	   have	   two	   hypotheses	   about.	   The	   first	   is	   that	   autonomy	   will	   affect	  secessionist	   demands	   in	   a	  way	   that	   fuels	   it,	   and	   a	   second	  hypothesis	   is	   that	   autonomy	  will	  affect	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  a	  way	  that	  mitigates	  it.	  We	  will	  not	  consider	  a	  null-­‐hypothesis,	  which	   is	   that	   autonomy	  will	   not	   affect	   secessionist	   demands	   at	   all,	   as	  we	   assume	   that	   it	   is	  highly	  unlikely	  for	  autonomy	  not	  to	  have	  an	  effect	  on	  secessionist	  demands.	  	  We	   use	   our	   case	   study	   analysis	   to	   confirm	   or	   infirm	   the	   theoretical	   statements	   of	  whether	  autonomy	  fuels	  or	  mitigates	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  the	  second	  and	  third	  part	  of	  the	  analysis.	  We	  have	  chosen	  a	  single-­‐country	  study	  as	  this	  is	  more	  intensive	  and	  have	  a	  low	  level	  of	   abstraction	   and	   at	   the	   same	   time	   is	   less	   extensive.	   This	   means	   that	   we	   can	   use	   more	  resources	   to	   investigate	   the	  particular	   features	  of	  our	  single	  case	  more	   in	  depth,	   than	   if	  we	  would	  analyze	  and	  compare	  several	  cases	  (Landman,	  2003:	  86).	  	  
Theoretical	  considerations	  As	  Wood	  (1981)	  mentions	  it	  is	  “regrettable	  that	  political	  scientists	  have	  not	  produced,	  as	  yet,	  a	  
theory	  of	   secession”	   (Wood,	  1981:	  107).	   In	   the	  same	  way,	  we	  have	  not	  been	  able	   to	   locate	  a	  theoretical	   framework	   that	   fully	   complements	   our	   case,	   however,	   we	   have	   gathered	   a	  theoretical	  apparatus	  that	  fulfills	  the	  aims	  of	  our	  analysis.	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The	  accessible	  theories	  in	  the	  area	  of	  secession	  are	  often	  focused	  on	  the	  former	  Soviet	  Union.	   This	   is	   also	   the	   case	   of	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   that	   has	   focused	   on	   European	   and	   colonial	  examples	  to	  define	  her	  theory	  on	  secession,	  such	  as	  the	  example	  of	  Nigeria	  seceding	  from	  the	  British	  Empire.	  As	  we	  are	  dealing	  with	  a	  case	  of	  a	  region	  that	  has	  not	  obtained	  secession	  or	  experienced	  autonomy	  before	  2001,	  the	  data	  and	  the	  theory	  in	  the	  field	  do	  in	  large	  part	  not	  deal	  with	  the	  case	  of	  this	  project.	  However,	  Bartkus’	  framework	  can	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  second	  part	   of	   the	   analysis	   as	   it	   gives	   a	   good	   understanding	   of	   the	   continuous	   development	   of	  secessionist	   demands	   through	   cost-­‐benefit	   indicators.	   The	   third	   part	   of	   the	   analysis	   will	  however	  not	  be	  based	  on	  the	  theoretical	  framework	  of	  Bartkus,	  as	  the	  events	  after	  the	  2006	  autonomy	  law	  do	  not	  fit	  the	  framework.	  The	  reason	  for	  this	  is	  that	  after	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	   2006	   law,	   GAM	   was	   dissolved	   and	   secessionist	   demands	   did	   no	   longer	   officially	   exist,	  which	  makes	   a	   cost-­‐benefit	   analysis	   pointless.	   As	  Bartkus’	   theory	   is	   exemplified	   	  mostly	   by	  Soviet	  and	  colonial	  cases	  from	  the	  1960s	  and	  earlier,	  the	  framework	  does	  not	  fit	  hand	  in	  glove	  with	  our	  case.	  We	  therefore	  adapt	  the	  theory	  such	  that	  we	  only	  make	  use	  of	  the	  parts	  that	  fit	  our	  case.	  However,	   in	  the	  theoretical	  section	  Bartkus’	  most	  central	  points	  are	  outlined,	  even	  though	  some	  are	  excluded	  in	  the	  analysis.	  Bartkus	  emphasizes	  that	  the	  framework	  should	  not	  be	  applied	  as	  a	  general	  fits-­‐all	  model	  of	  analysis,	  as	  all	  cases	  are	  different	  and	  unique,	  just	  as	  our	  case	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  217).	  
Literature	  description	  Bartkus’	  (1999)	  framework	  is	  used	  as	  one	  of	  the	  main	  theoretical	  foundations	  of	  our	  project.	  Bartkus	   is	   an	   associate	   professor	   of	  Management	   at	   the	   University	   of	   Notre	  Dame	   and	   has	  besides	   her	   work	   on	   secession	   also	   worked	   on	   business	   leadership	   and	   social	   capital.	   Her	  book	  on	  secession,	  “Dynamic	  of	  Secession”,	  provides	  a	  structured	  evaluation	  of	  the	  elements	  necessary	   to	   precipitate	   a	   secession	   crisis	   and	   relevant	   factors	   to	   take	   into	   account	   when	  conducting	   a	   cost-­‐benefit	   analysis	   of	   secession.	   Her	   framework	   has	   been	   criticized	   of	  maintaining	   a	   too	   strong	   objectivist	   rationalist	   perspective	   towards	   the	   investigation	   of	  secession.	   She	   does	   not	   include	   the	   emotive	   and	  moral	   questions	   relating	   to	   secession	   and	  thus	  her	  conclusion	  of	  the	  book	  can	  be	  said	  to	  be	  modest	  as	  it	  simply	  ends	  by	  stating	  that	  the	  timing	  of	  the	  secession	  crisis	  is	  determined	  by	  the	  weighted	  costs	  and	  benefits	  of	  membership	  versus	  secession	  (Bishai,	  1999:	  707-­‐708).	  However,	  we	  find	  that	  a	  simple	  model	  can	  be	  useful	  to	   highlight	   key	   indicators	   affecting	   the	   development	   of	   the	   intensity	   in	   the	   secessionist	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demands	  while	  moral	  questions	  potentially	  can	  be	  included	  in	  categories	  like	  cultural	  threats	  and	  right	  to	  self-­‐determination.	  	  	  In	  relation	  to	  the	  empirical	  data	  used	  for	  the	  analysis	  we	  have	   in	   large	  part	  benefitted	  from	  the	  work	   of	   Edward	   Aspinall	   and	   Rodd	  McGibbon.	   Aspinall	   is	   a	   professor	   and	  Head	   of	   the	  Department	  of	  Political	  and	  Social	  change	  at	  the	  School	  of	  International,	  Political	  and	  Strategic	  Studies	  in	  Australia.	  He	  has	  long	  worked	  on	  topics	  related	  to	  Indonesian	  democratization	  and	  civil	   society	   and	   especially	   the	   separatist	   conflict	   in	   Aceh.	   He	   has	   worked	   as	   a	   lecturer	   in	  Southeast	  Asian	  Studies	  at	  the	  University	  of	  Sydney	  and	  Indonesian	  Studies	  at	  the	  University	  of	   New	   South	   Wales.	   Furthermore,	   he	   has	   also	   been	   the	   coordinating	   editor	   of	   Inside	  Indonesia	  (Asia	  pacific,	  2013).	  McGibbon	  is	  an	  expert	  at	  the	  Lowy	  Institute	  for	  International	  Policy	   in	   Australia.	   He	   has	   published	   widely	   on	   the	   subject	   of	   the	   secessionist	   conflicts	   in	  Papua	  and	  Aceh	  and	  Australia-­‐Indonesia	  relations	  and	  has	  written	  several	  papers	  for	  the	  East-­‐West	  Center	  in	  Washington	  D.C.	  Furthermore,	  McGibbon	  has	  worked	  for	  six	  years	  in	  Jakarta	  with	  different	  aid	  agencies	  (Lowy	  Institute,	  2013).	  	  
Delimitations	  As	  we	  are	  focusing	  on	  the	  development	  of	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh	  and	  the	  two	  autonomy	  laws	  of	  2001	  and	  2006	  the	  analysis	  will	  not	  go	  any	  further	  than	  the	  year	  of	  2006,	  this	   also	  because,	   as	  mentioned	   above,	   the	   secessionist	   demands	  were	  officially	   abandoned	  post-­‐2006.	   In	   the	  analysis	  of	   the	  economic	  benefits	  of	  membership	  we	  will	  delimit	   it	   to	   the	  question	  of	  increased	  resource	  revenues	  for	  the	  Acehnese	  community,	  as	  the	  other	  economic	  benefits	   presented	   in	   Bartkus’	   framework	   for	   example	   relate	   to	   access	   to	   markets	   and	  institutions	  which	  is	  beyond	  the	  scope	  of	  this	  project.	  Furthermore,	  these	  benefits	  would	  only	  be	  hypothetical	  and	  therefore	  there	  is	  great	  risk	  of	  the	  analysis	  being	  too	  speculative	  to	  hold	  ground.	  In	  the	  analysis	  of	  the	  two	  autonomy	  laws	  we	  encountered	  some	  difficulties.	  Both	  laws	  are	   quite	   complex,	   in	   particular	   the	   2006	   law,	   which	   has	   been	   described	   as	   “an	   extremely	  
complex	  piece	  of	   legislation”	  (May,	  2008:	  42),	  with	  more	   than	  40	  chapters	  and	  278	  chapters	  also	  including	  pieces	  of	  sectoral	  law.	  Therefore	  we	  have	  chosen	  only	  to	  focus	  on	  the	  part	  of	  the	  laws	   that	   are	   more	   directly	   related	   to	   the	   granting	   of	   autonomy	   in	   Aceh,	   especially	   those	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clauses	   relating	   to	   important	   changes	   in	   revenue	   sharing	   of	   natural	   resources,	  implementation	  of	  Islamic	  law	  and	  political	  self-­‐determination.	  Elite	  interest	  has	  played	  a	  decisive	  role	  in	  other	  historic	  examples	  of	  secession,	  this	  for	  example	  in	  Nigeria,	  and	  therefore	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  elaborates	  this,	  as	  a	  factor	   influencing	  the	  secessionist	   demands.	   However,	   in	   our	   case	   study	   the	   elite	   in	   Aceh	   constitutes	   pro-­‐Jakarta	  high	  educated	  and	  urban	  Acehnese	  with	  little	  affiliations	  to	  GAM.	  The	  elite	  has	  thus	  not	  led	  the	  way	   of	   secessionist	   demands	   and	   therefore	   it	   is	   not	   relevant	   to	   include	   this	   factor	   in	   our	  analysis.	  	  It	   is	   recognized	   that	   the	   formation	   of	   secessionist	   movements	   is	   based	   on	   a	  community’s	   belief	   in	   the	   inherent	   justice	   of	   its	   cause.	  Nonetheless,	  moral	   justifications	   for	  secession	   tell	   little	   about	   the	  actual	   timing	  of	   the	  decision	   to	   secede	  and	   fluctuations	   in	   the	  intensity	   of	   secessionist	   demands	   and	   as	   this	   project	  makes	   use	   of	   explanatory	   theory,	   the	  moral	  justifications	  will	  not	  be	  discussed	  in	  detail	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  18,	  21).	  
Choice	  of	  case	  Most	  examples	  of	  secessionism	  in	  academia	  is	  grounded	  in	  the	  former	  Soviet	  secessions	  and	  the	  American	  secessionist	  attempts	   in	  the	  19th	  century.	  We	  have	  not	  chosen	  these	  cases,	  as	  we,	   first	  of	  all,	  want	  to	   investigate	  a	  more	  recent	  case,	  and	  second,	  because	  Aceh	  is	  the	  only	  case	   that	   serves	   to	  answer	  our	  hypotheses	  of	  autonomy	  beyond	  expectations.	  Thus,	  Aceh	   is	  chosen	  due	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  region	  has	  experienced	  both	  a	  fueling	  of	  secessionist	  demands	  as	  a	  result	  to	  the	  2001	  autonomy	  law	  and	  a	  mitigating	  effect	  of	  the	  2006	  autonomy	  law.	  The	  case	  of	  Aceh	  therefore	  becomes	  highly	  relevant	  in	  responding	  to	  the	  question	  of	  autonomy	  as	  a	  mitigating	  or	  a	  fueling	  factor	  to	  secessionist	  demands,	  as	  it	  shows	  both	  outcomes.	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Secession	  and	  Explanatory	  Theory	  Approaches	   to	   secession	   within	   academia	   can	   roughly	   be	   divided	   into	   three	   different	  categories:	   explanatory	   theory,	   normative	   theory	   and	   theory	   concerned	   with	   international	  law	  (Pavkovic	  &	  Radan,	  2007:	  171).	  As	  the	  focus	  of	  this	  project	  is	  to	  understand	  the	  changes	  in	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh,	  and	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  two	  autonomy	  laws,	  the	  explanatory	  theory	   is	   chosen	  as	   the	   theoretical	  basis.	  The	  explanatory	   theory	  aims	   to	   investigate	   causal	  links	   between	   secessionist	   demands	   and	   various	   structural	   features	   of	   the	   region	   seeking	  secession	   and	   can	   therefore	   support	   an	   analysis	   of	   the	   temporal	   development	   of	   these	  demands	  (Pavkovic	  &	  Radan,	  2007:	  173).	  This	  section	  aims	  to	  clarify	  some	  of	  the	  key	  theoretical	  concepts	  within	  the	  explanatory	  theory	  of	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   looking	   closer	   at	   the	   necessary	   factors	   underlying	   the	   establishment	   of	  secessionist	  movements	  and	  the	  so-­‐called	  secession	  crisis.	  This	  is	  done	  because	  it	  is	  crucial	  to	  understand	  the	  underlying	  causes	  of	   the	  secessionist	  demands	   in	  Aceh	   in	  order	  to	  elucidate	  changes	  in	  their	  intensity.	  This	  will	  be	  followed	  by	  a	  presentation	  of	  the	  variables	  determining	  whether	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  are	  likely	  to	  be	  fueled	  or	  mitigated	  and	  the	  potential	  timing	  of	  an	  actual	  secession.	  At	   first,	  however,	   it	  must	  be	  clarified	  exactly	  how	  the	  term	  secession	  will	  be	  used	  in	  this	  project.	  
Definition	  of	  secession	  The	   concept	   of	   secession	   is	   in	   this	   project	   to	   be	   understood	   as	   a	   process	   relating	   to	   the	  creation	  of	  new	  states.	  According	  to	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  secession	  can	  be	  described	  as	  a	  political	  disintegration	  where	  political	  actors	  in	  a	  subsystem	  redirect	  their	  loyalties	  from	  the	  original	  political	   center	   to	   their	   own	   local	   center.	   Thus,	   the	   process	   is	   understood	   as	   a	   formal	  withdrawal	   of	   a	   constituent	   unit	   from	   an	   internationally	   recognized	   state	   with	   the	   aim	   of	  creating	  a	  new	  sovereign	  state	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  3).	  Pavkovic	  &	  Radan	  (2007)	  also	  focus	  on	  the	  outcome,	   a	   potential	   new	   state,	   in	   their	   definition	   of	   secession.	   They	   argue	   that	   definitions	  used	  by	  other	  social	   scientists	   focusing	  on	   the	  presence	  of	   threats	  of	   force	  or	  opposition	  by	  the	   host	   state,	   are	   irrelevant	   to	   the	   creation	   of	   a	   new	   state	   and	   should	   therefore	   not	   be	  included	  (Pavkovic	  &	  Radan,	  2007:	  6).	  The	  key	  element	  of	  the	  concept	  secession,	  they	  argue,	  is	  the	   creation	   of	   a	   new	   state	  where	   there	  was	   not	   earlier	   an	   independent	   state	   (Pavkovic	   &	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Radan,	  2007:	  6).	  However,	  there	  are	  examples	  of	  secessionist	  demands	  arising	  based	  on	  the	  wish	  to	  secede	  from	  one	  existing	  state	  in	  order	  to	  be	  integrated	  into	  another,	  thus	  not	  creating	  a	  new	  independent	  state.	  For	  example	  did	  the	  Tyrol	  and	  Salzburg	  provinces	  of	  Austria	  in	  1921	  stipulate	   annexation	   to	   Germany	  while	   Somalis	   in	   the	   Ogaden	   region	   have	   for	   a	   long	   time	  sought	  to	  redraw	  the	  territorial	  lines	  (The	  Yale	  Law	  Journal,	  1980:	  812).	  Nonetheless,	  as	  this	  project	  focuses	  on	  Aceh,	  where	  the	  secessionist	  movements	  have	  aimed	  at	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  new	  independent	  state,	  the	  definition	  provided	  by	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  and	  Pavkovic	  &	  Radan	  (2007)	  will	  be	  applied.	  
Factors	  necessary	  for	  secessionist	  movements	  to	  occur	  John	  R.	  Wood	  (1981)	  was	  the	  first	  to	  develop	  a	  comprehensive	  theoretical	  framework	  dealing	  with	   secession	   as	   a	   socio-­‐political	   phenomenon,	   and	   though	   his	   theory	   is	   non-­‐causal	   in	  character	  he	  offers	  some	  useful	  insights	  into	  the	  preconditions	  for	  a	  secessionist	  movement	  to	  take	   root	   (Pavkovic	   &	   Radan,	   2007:	   175).	   These	   are	   to	   a	   large	   extent	   similar	   to	   factors	  highlighted	  in	  Bartkus’	  (1999)	  theory	  on	  secession	  and	  both	  will	  be	  presented	  in	  brief	  below.	  One	  key	  precondition,	  Wood	  (1981)	  argues,	  is	  that	  there	  must	  be	  a	  process	  of	  what	  he	  refers	  to	   as	   secessionist	   alienation.	   This	   basically	  means	   that	   a	   group	  of	   people	  becomes	   alienated	  from	  the	  state	  within	  which	  they	  live.	  Secondly,	  this	  group	  of	  alienated	  people	  must	  also	  meet	  the	   preconditions	   of	   inhabiting	   a	   territory	   that	   is	   separable	   from	   the	   state	   while	  simultaneously	   possessing	   some	   kind	   of	   social	   or	   group	   solidarity	   (Wood,	   1981:	   112-­‐115).	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  supports	  this	  theoretical	  foundation	  and	  points	  to	  the	  need	  of	  what	  she	  calls	  a	  
distinct	   community1,	   described	   as	   a	   group	   of	   people	   who	   perceive	   characteristics	   that	   are	  particular	   to	   them	  and	  who	   recognize	   their	  mutual	  duties	   to	   each	  other	  as	  members	  of	   the	  same	   group	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	   14-­‐15)2.	   	  According	   to	   Bartkus,	   it	   is	   specifically	   on	   the	  background	   of	   a	   distinct	   community	   that	   a	   secessionist	  movement	   is	   able	   to	   set	   forward	   a	  number	  of	  shared	  demands	  and	  threats	  of	  secession.	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  also	  concedes	   that	   the	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  1	  Arguments	  for	  using	  the	  term	  “distinct	  community”	  include	  the	  fact	  that	  it	  does	  not	  invoke	  any	  specific	  political	  associations,	  contrasting	  terms	  like	  nation,	  tribe,	  and	  ethnic	  or	  minority	  group.	  Furthermore,	  the	  term	  is	  inclusive	  of	  all	  communities	  seeking	  to	  alter	  their	  political	  circumstances	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  14).	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  2	  Secessionist	  movements	  in	  several	  regions	  were	  pushing	  for	  independence,	  civil	  society	  contested	  the	  credibility	  of	  state	  institutions	  and	  the	  international	  society	  continuously	  pressured	  the	  new	  democratic	  government	  to	  show	  concern	  for	  human	  rights	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  3).	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distinct	   community	   must	   reside	   in	   a	   delimited	   geographical	   area	   where	   it	   potentially	   can	  establish	   a	   new	   independent	   state.	   Additionally,	   she	   argues	   that	   there	  must	   be	   a	   feeling	   of	  
discontent	  among	  the	  members	  of	  the	  distinct	  community,	  this	  be	  with	  regard	  to	  perceptions	  of	   discrimination,	   neglect,	   exploitation	   or	   oppression	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	   11).	   In	   comparison,	  Wood	  (1981)	  puts	  forward	  categories	  of	  economic,	  political	  and	  psychological	  preconditions	  that	  also	  focus	  on	  different	  kinds	  of	  grievances.	  Psychological	  preconditions	  do,	  according	  to	  Wood,	   (1981)	   include	  a	  rise	   in	  anxiety	  among	   the	  secessionists	  population,	  often	  caused	  by	  lack	  of	  security	  or	  by	  migration	  flows,	  and	  a	  feeling	  of	  envy	  among	  secessionist	  leaders	  when	  experiencing	   other	   distinct	   communities	   gaining	   independence.	   Economic	   and	   political	  preconditions,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	  do	  for	  example	  include	  relative	  economic	  disadvantages	  and	  lack	  of	  legitimacy	  and	  support	  for	  the	  central	  government	  (Wood,	  1981:	  116-­‐122).	  Following	  this	   line	   of	   argumentation,	   Gurr	   (1971)	   states	   that	   the	   discrepancy	   between	   what	   people	  think	   they	   should	   get	   and	   what	   they	   actually	   get,	   in	   terms	   of	   the	   distribution	   of	   wealth	  between	   the	   center	   and	   the	   periphery	   of	   a	   state,	   is	   often	   a	   cause	   of	   dissent	   in	   peripheral	  regions	   towards	   the	   central	   government,	   thus	   leading	   to	   loss	   of	   state	   legitimacy.	   This	  discrepancy	  is	  termed	  relative	  deprivation	  and	  can	  according	  to	  Gurr	  (1971)	  be	  used	  as	  a	  tool	  for	  mobilizing	  a	  group	  for	  collective	  action	  and	  potentially	  the	  establishment	  of	  secessionist	  movements	  (Gurr,	  1971:	  36-­‐37).	  However,	  an	  important	  point	  here	  is	  that	  if	  the	  preconditions	  set	  forward	  above	  are	  present	  it	  does	   not	   mean	   that	   a	   secessionist	   movement	   will	   naturally	   occur,	   they	   can	   all	   be	   present	  without	  leading	  to	  any	  attempt	  of	  secession	  (Pavkovic	  &	  Radan,	  2007:	  177).	  Rather,	  they	  need	  to	  be	  present	  if	  a	  secessionist	  movement	  is	  to	  be	  successfully	  established.	  
Secession	  crisis	  The	  focus	  of	  Bartkus‘	  (1999)	  work	  is	  not	  on	  the	  preconditions	  needed	  in	  order	  for	  secessionist	  movements	  to	  form	  but	  rather	  on	  what	  she	  denotes	  the	  secession	  crisis.	  The	  secession	  crisis	  is	  a	   point	   in	   time	   where	   leaders,	   representing	   a	   distinct	   and	   territorially	   concentrated	  community	  within	  a	  larger	  state,	  succeed	  in	  translating	  discontent	  into	  demands	  for	  secession	  and	   compel	   the	   central	   government	   to	   react	   to	   those	  demands.	  The	  demands	   can	  either	  be	  supported	  by	   a	   strong	   community	  mobilization	  or	   through	   the	  use	  of	   force	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	  10).	   In	   the	   light	   of	   this,	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   points	   to	   the	   importance	   of	   strong	   leadership	   as	   a	  central	  element	  of	  the	  secession	  crisis,	  as	  efforts	  need	  to	  be	  well-­‐organized	  in	  order	  to	  make	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demands	  forceful	  and	  threats	  credible.	  In	  line	  with	  this,	  Wood	  (1981)	  also	  states	  that	  for	  an	  actual	   secessionist	   movement	   to	   rise	   up	   there	   must	   be	   a	   mobilization	   of	   the	   potential	  secessionist	   population	   in	   an	   organized	   manner	   based	   on	   nationalist	   ideology	   and	   strong	  leadership.	  Wood	  (1981)	  argues	  that	  nationalist	   ideology	  can	  help	  portray	  the	  existing	  state	  as	   illegitimate,	  while	  secessionist	   leaders	  can	  take	  advantage	  of	  existing	  cleavages,	  being	  for	  example	  national,	  ethnic,	  cultural	  and	  economic.	  	  
The	  cost-­benefit	  analysis	  of	  secession	  and	  conditions	  of	  success	  Bartkus	   (1999)	   theorizes	   the	  decision	  of	   secession	  using	  a	   cost-­‐benefit	   analysis.	   She	  argues	  that	   in	   order	   for	   the	   people	   of	   a	   distinct	   community	   to	   decide	   whether	   or	   not	   to	   claim	  secession,	  the	  costs	  and	  benefits	  of	  both	  secession	  and	  continued	  membership	  of	  the	  central	  state	  must	   be	   taken	   into	   account.	   The	  work	   of	   David	   Galula	   (1964)	   complements	   Bartkus’	  theory	  in	  pointing	  to	  four	  conditions	  that	  an	  insurgency	  must	  meet	  in	  order	  to	  be	  successful.	  The	  focus	  of	  Bartkus	  is	  the	  secession	  crisis	  and	  process,	  which	  is	  mainly	  driven	  by	  secessionist	  movements,	  whereas	  Galula	   focuses	  on	   insurgency.	  However,	   these	  two	  concepts	  are	   in	  this	  project	  intertwined	  as	  secessionist	  movements	  often	  use	  insurgency	  methods	  in	  achieving	  its	  goals.	  According	  to	  O’Neill	  insurgency	  is	  an	  expression	  of:	  “a	  struggle	  between	  a	  nonruling	  group	  and	  the	  ruling	  authorities	  in	  which	  the	  nonruling	  
group	   consciously	   uses	   political	   resources...and	   violence	   to	   destroy,	   reformulate,	   or	  
sustain	  the	  basis	  of	  legitimacy	  of	  one	  or	  more	  aspects	  of	  politics.”	  (O’Neill,	  2005:	  15)	  Consequently,	   some	   secessionist	   movements	   can	   be	   termed	   as	   insurgent	   groups	   as	   they	  struggle	   against	   the	   ruling	   authorities	   and	   use	   violence	   to	   achieve	   their	   goals.	   This	   is	   for	  example	   the	   case	  with	  GAM	   in	  Aceh,	  which	  operates	  as	  a	  guerilla	  army.	  Therefore,	   the	   four	  conditions	  of	  successful	  insurgency	  introduced	  by	  Galula	  (1964)	  can	  arguably	  be	  useful	  in	  the	  analysis	   of	   the	   process	   of	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   combination	   with	   the	   cost-­‐benefit	  analysis	  of	  Bartkus	  (1999).	  In	  the	  following,	  Galula’s	  four	  conditions	  are	  outlined	  followed	  by	  an	  introduction	  to	  Bartkus’	  cost	  and	  benefit	  matrix.	  
Galula’s	  four	  conditions	  
Cause:	  The	  insurgent	  group	  must	  have	  a	  cause	  that	  can	  render	  support	  among	  the	  population	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  active	  participation	  and	  tacit	  approval.	  If	  the	  insurgent	  group	  fails	  to	  present	  a	  worthy	  cause	  they	  will	  not	  be	  able	  to	  attract	  the	  large	  number	  of	  supporters	  that	  is	  crucial	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for	  attaining	  its	  goals	  (Galula,	  1964:	  13-­‐15).	  In	  relation	  to	  Bartkus	  (1999),	  the	  people	  within	  the	  distinct	  community	  must	  consider	  their	  support	  in	  terms	  of	  the	  cost-­‐benefit	  analysis.	  They	  need	  to	  decide	  whether	  the	  benefits	  of	  joining	  or	  supporting	  the	  insurgency	  group	  outweigh	  the	  costs.	  
Weakness	   of	   the	   counterinsurgent:	   Naturally,	   insurgent	   groups	   have	  more	   luck	   in	   attaining	  their	   goals	   if	   the	   counterinsurgent,	   often	   being	   the	   state,	   is	   weak.	   Readily	   apparent,	   the	  struggle	   is	   easier	   if	   the	   adversary	   is	   weak.	   At	   the	   same	   time,	   state	   weakness	   facilitates	  recruitment	   and	   support	   from	   the	   population,	   as	   it	   often	   is	  more	   appealing	   to	   support	   the	  stronger	  part	  than	  the	  weaker	  (Galula,	  1964:	  19-­‐25).	  
Geographic	  conditions:	  The	  geographic	  conditions	  can	  be	  either	  a	  problem	  or	  an	  advantage	  for	  the	   insurgency	   group.	   A	   rugged	   geographical	   landscape	   familiar	   to	   the	   insurgents	   can	   be	   a	  huge	  advantage	  in	  their	  battles.	  The	  state	  as	  the	  counter-­‐insurgent,	  on	  the	  other	  hand,	   faces	  less	  problems	  answering	  to	  an	  insurgency	  in	  an	  archipelago	  as	  it	  controls	  the	  coastline	  more	  easily	   relative	   to	   territorial	   lines	   due	   to	   the	   more	   accessible	   maritime	   routes	   without	  obstacles	  to	  transport	  and	  machinery	  such	  as	  mountains,	  jungles	  and	  other	  rugged	  conditions	  (Galula,	  1964:	  26-­‐27).	  
Outside	  support:	  Galula	  (1964)	  mentions	  five	  forms	  of	  support	  that	  the	  insurgents	  can	  benefit	  from:	   moral	   support,	   through	   public	   opinion	   and	   media;	   political	   support,	   for	   example	  through	   diplomatic	   action;	   technical	   support;	   financial	   support;	   and	   military	   support,	   for	  example	   through	   the	   provision	   of	   training	   facilities	   and	   equipment	   or	   direct	   intervention	  (Galula,	  1964:	  29).	  Galula	   (1964)	   explains	   that	   the	   first	   two	   conditions	   are	   a	   must	   for	   the	   successful	  insurgency,	   whereas	   outside	   support	   enhances	   the	   chances	   of	   success	   and	   can	   become	  necessary	  in	  the	  process	  (Galula,	  1964:	  31).	  
As	   mentioned	   above,	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   does	   not	   focus	   on	   factors	   leading	   to	   success	   for	   the	  insurgents,	  but	  rather	  she	  highlights	  the	  assessment	  of	  whether	  secession	  will	  be	  feasible	  or	  even	  desirable.	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  sees	  secession	  as	  a	  dynamic	  process,	  as	  the	  costs	  and	  benefits	  are	  not	  fixed	  but	  can	  change	  over	  time.	  It	  is	  the	  dynamic	  balance	  between	  costs	  and	  benefits	  that	   determine	   if	   the	   people	  within	   a	   distinct	   community	  will	   feel	   appealed	   by	   the	   idea	   of	  secession.	   It	   is	   therefore	   not	   only	   the	   costs	   of	   membership	   that	   determine	   if	   secession	   is	  appealing.	  If	  the	  costs	  of	  secession	  are	  insurmountable	  the	  benefits	  of	  membership	  can	  seem	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more	   attractive	   to	   the	   population.	   In	   this	   section	   the	   most	   commonly	   occurring	   costs	   and	  benefits	  of	  membership	  and	  costs	  and	  benefits	  of	  secession	  will	  be	  outlined.	  
	  
	   Benefits	   Costs	  
Membership	   Security	  factors	  Economic	  factors	  Social	  factors	  
Moral	  threats	  Cultural	  threats	  
Secession	   Right	  to	  self-­‐determination	  Elite	  interest	   State	  opposition	  International	  hostility	  Economic	  factors	  
Table	  1.	  Content	  of	  table	  derived	  from	  Bartkus’	  (1999)	  costs	  and	  benefits	  of	  secession.	  
Blue:	  Barriers	  to	  secession.	  Red:	  Incitements	  to	  secession	  
Benefits	  of	  membership	  The	  benefits	  of	  state	  membership	  are	   factors	  working	  to	  discourage	  demands	   for	  secession.	  The	   benefits	   of	   remaining	   within	   a	   state	   are,	   according	   to	   Bartkus	   (1999),	   threefold	   and	  consist	  of	  security,	  economic	  and	  social	  factors.	  Providing	  security	  is	  the	  state’s	  most	  crucial	  task	   and	   the	   provision	   of	   this	   service	   has	   great	   implications	   for	   the	   legitimacy	   of	   the	   state	  (Rotberg,	  2003:	  5).	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  explains	  security	  benefits	  as	  the	  maintenance	  of	  order	  and	  stability	  within	  state	  borders	  and	  the	  protection	  of	  all	  citizens	  from	  violence	  and	  abuses	  from	  both	   internal	   and	   external	   actors	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	   33-­‐34).	   A	   newly	   established	   independent	  state	   can	   sometimes	   be	   perceived	   to	   lack	   the	   resources	   required	   to	   protect	   itself	   and	   its	  citizens	   from	   domination	   by	   more	   powerful	   states	   and	   foreign	   threats	   can	   therefore	  discourage	  secessionist	  movements.	  The	  economic	  benefits	  of	  membership	  involve	  access	  to	  state	   institutions	  and	  a	   larger	  market	  and	  integration	  into	  a	  sizable	   infrastructural	  network.	  Furthermore,	   the	   distinct	   community	  may	   also	   benefit	   from	   receiving	   parts	   of	   the	   nation’s	  foreign	   aid	   along	   with	   potential	   social	   welfare	   services	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	   38).	   The	   social	  benefits	   relate	   to	   the	  protection	  of	   certain	  minority	  groups	  and	   the	  general	  preservation	  of	  human	   rights,	  which	   the	   state	   has	   the	   responsibility	   to	  monitor.	   Distinct	   communities	  may	  also	   benefit	   from	   state	   programs	   and	   institutions	   that	   provide	   citizens	   with	   access	   to	  education	  and	  care	  facilities,	  as	  well	  as	  the	  access	  to	  hospitals	  and	  medical	  centers	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  44).	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Costs	  of	  membership	  The	  benefits	  of	  membership	  outlined	  above	  describe	  the	  potential	  benefits	  communities	  can	  enjoy	  if	  the	  state	  is	  able	  to	  provide	  these.	  However,	  not	  all	  states	  are	  able	  to	  do	  this	  and	  some	  may	   pose	   a	   greater	   deal	   of	   threats	   to	   a	   community	   than	   benefits,	   thereby	   rendering	   it	  illegitimate	  in	  the	  eyes	  of	  the	  community	  and	  enhance	  the	  incitement	  to	  secession	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  79).	  Bartkus	   (1999)	   categorizes	   the	   costs	   of	   membership	   into	   two	   kinds	   of	   threats:	   physical	  threats	   and	   cultural	   threats.	   The	   physical	   threats	   constitute	   hardships	   such	   as	   hunger,	  displacement,	   and	   even	   outright	   violence	   and	   killings.	   Throughout	   history,	   states	   have	  mistreated	  its	  citizens	  in	  horrific	  ways	  both	  in	  terms	  of	  physical	  violence	  and	  killings	  and	  the	  repression	   and	   violation	   of	   cultural	   and	   social	   rights.	   Cultural	   threats	   are	   explained	   by	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  as	  the	  discrimination	  of	  minority	  cultures	  through	  homogenization	  programs	  typically	   performed	   by	   governments	   in	   multi-­‐ethnic	   and	   heterogeneous	   states.	   Bartkus	  (1999)	   emphasizes	   the	   need	   for	   avoiding	   the	   common	   misunderstanding	   that	   culturally	  divided	   societies	   wish	   to	   be	   homogenized.	   Fact	   is	   that	   some	   societies	   wish	   to	   remain	  culturally	  divided	  and	  can	  succeed	  in	  peaceful	  coexistence	  with	  one	  another	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  80,	  86-­‐88).	  
Benefits	  of	  secession	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  presents	  two	  beneficial	  factors	  increasing	  the	  incitement	  to	  secede:	  elite	  self-­‐interest	  and	  popular	  self-­‐determination	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  96).	  The	  elite	  self-­‐interest	  lies	  in	  the	  potential	   gain	  of	  more	  wealth	  and	  power	   for	   the	   ruling	  elite,	   because	   they	  by	   seceding	  will	  obtain	   more	   political	   influence	   in	   the	   relatively	   smaller	   state	   unit	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	   100).	  Whereas	   the	   elite	   self-­‐interest	   is	   readily	   apparent,	   the	   self-­‐determination	   needs	   more	  explanation.	   The	   self-­‐determination	   principle	   relates	   to	   all	   the	   people	   of	   a	   region,	   and	   not	  solely	   the	   ruling	   elite.	   Self-­‐determination	   can	   be	   explained	   as	   the	   principle	   of	   determining	  one’s	  own	  political	  destiny	  and	  enjoying	  cultural	  integrity	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  104,	  109).	  Walzer	  has	  outlined	  three	  benefits	  of	  self-­‐determination	  and	  secession.	  Firstly,	  nations	  are	  best	  able	  to	  guarantee	  their	  own	  safety	  and	  protect	  themselves	  from	  harm	  if	  they	  possess	  the	  sovereign	  power.	   Secondly,	   a	   sovereign	   nation	   can	   use	   its	   values	   and	   culture	   in	   creating	   political	   life	  without	  the	  repression	  of	  a	  central	  elite	  with	  other	  values	  and	  cultural	  attachments.	  Thirdly,	  Walzer	  argues	  that	  the	  denial	  of	  secession	  creates	  instability,	  not	  only	  nationally,	  but	  globally	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as	  well.	  This	  argument	   is	   supported	  by	  Waltz,	  who	  states	   that	   international	   security	   is	  best	  sustained	  by	  the	  maintenance	  of	  the	  nation-­‐state	  system	  because	  a	  system	  based	  on	  nation-­‐states	  would	  prevent	  incidences	  of	  conflict	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  108-­‐109).	  
Costs	  of	  secession	  A	  common	  cost	  of	  secession	   is	  human	  suffering	  and	   loss	  of	  human	   lives,	  granted	  that	   it	   is	  a	  violent	  struggle	  for	  secession	  (Bartkus,	  1999:	  51).	  Apart	  from	  the	  human	  costs	  relating	  to	  the	  secession	  crisis	  there	  are	  also	  some	  less	  obvious	  costs	  of	  achieving	  secession.	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  mentions	   several	   economic	   challenges	   associated	   with	   the	   creation	   of	   a	   new	   independent	  state.	  These	  are,	  among	  others,	  the	  costs	  of	  creating	  a	  currency	  of	  its	  own,	  a	  banking	  system,	  embassies,	   fiscal	   policies	   and	   institutions,	   and	   the	   costs	   of	   building	   education	   and	   health	  institutions	   (Bartkus,	   1999:	   53).	   These	   costs	   are	   huge	   obstacles	   to	   the	   survival	   of	   a	   new	  independent	  state	  with	  already	  limited	  resources.	  As	  Wood	  (1981)	  argues,	  some	  secessionist	  movements	  first	  realize	  the	  hardships	  of	  nation-­‐building	  after	  the	  secession	  has	  been	  finalized	  (Wood,	   1981:	   111).	   Additionally,	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   explains	   that	   harsh	   state	   opposition	   and	  international	  hostility	  towards	  secessionist	  movements	  can	  force	  such	  movements	  to	  give	  up	  their	  struggle	   for	   independence.	  This	  might	  not	  constitute	  a	  cost	   in	   the	  general	  sense	  of	   the	  word,	   however,	   it	   is	   a	   factor	   to	   take	   into	   account	   when	   assessing	   the	   decision	   to	   secede.	  Bartkus	  (1999)	  denotes	  that	  state	  opposition	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  effective	  barriers	  to	  secession	  and	  is	  the	  reason	  that	  very	  few	  successful	  cases	  of	  secession	  exist.	  Yet,	  there	  are	  some	  cases	  where	  state	  opposition	  has	  not	  had	  luck	  with	  deterring	  independence	  sentiments	  and	  where	  the	   nation’s	   political	   picture	   is	   characterized	   by	   continuous	   struggles	   for	   independence	  (Bartkus	   1999:	   52).	   State	   opposition	   is	   often	   grounded	   in	   the	   perception	   that	   the	   loss	   of	  territory	  would	  damage	  the	  security,	  wealth	  and	  prestige	  of	  the	  state	  (Bartkus	  1999:	  54).	  The	  international	  system’s	  view	  on	  secession	  is	  generally	  characterized	  by	  hostility	  as	  well,	  but	  at	  the	   same	   time	   it	   is	   torn	   in	   the	   dilemma	   of	   territorial	   integrity	   versus	   the	   principle	   of	   self-­‐determination.	   States	   use	   the	   principle	   of	   territorial	   integrity	   to	   justify	   their	   opposition	   to	  secession,	   while	   communities	   demanding	   independence	   refer	   to	   the	   principle	   of	   self-­‐determination	  in	  their	  struggle	  to	  secede	  (Bartkus	  1999:	  71).	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Autonomy	  As	  we	  wish	  to	  analyze	  whether	  the	  regional	  autonomy	  laws	  implemented	  in	  Aceh	  has	  fueled	  or	   mitigated	   secessionist	   demands,	   it	   is	   considered	   relevant	   also	   to	   clarify	   the	   concept	   of	  autonomy.	  Autonomy	  is	  explained	  by	  Yash	  Ghai	  (2000)	  as:	  “a	   device	   to	   allow	   ethnic	   or	   other	   groups	   claiming	   distinct	   identity	   to	   exercise	   direct	  
control	   over	   affairs	   of	   special	   concern	   to	   them,	   while	   allowing	   the	   larger	   entity	   those	  
powers	  which	  cover	  common	  interests.”	  (Ghai,	  2000:	  8)	  Ghai	   (2000)	   describes	   autonomy	   as	   a	   continuous	   negotiation	   process	   where	   the	   group	  granted	  autonomy	  will	  keep	  pushing	  for	  further	  concessions	  and	  according	  to	  Wolff	  &	  Weller	  (2005)	  autonomy	  was	  earlier	  viewed	  as	  a	  stepping-­‐stone	  towards	  secession	  (Ghai,	  2000:	  10;	  Wolff	  &	  Weller,	  2005:	  2).	  However,	   today	  autonomy	  has	  been	  re-­‐discovered	  as	  a	  remedy	   to	  mitigate	  secessionist	  demands.	  Autonomy	  has	  increasingly	  been	  granted	  as	  a	  form	  of	  middle	  way	  that	  secessionist	  movements	  and	  central	  governments	  can	  agree	  on	  as	  the	  state	  keeps	  its	  territorial	  integrity	  while	  the	  region	  gets	  some	  degree	  of	  self-­‐determination	  (Wolff	  &	  Weller,	  2005:	   2).	   Autonomy	   has	   by	   some	   scholars	   been	   described	   as	   “reluctantly	   offered	   and	  
ungratefully	   received”,	   and	   Lapidoth	   (1997)	   argues	   that	   it	   rarely	   satisfies	   either	   party	  (Dinstein,	  1981:	  302;	  Lapidoth,	  1997:	  203).	  	  Regional	   autonomy	   is	   more	   specifically	   the	   kind	   of	   autonomy	   that	   relates	   to	   cases	  where	  only	  one	  or	  few	  regions	  demand	  special	  treatment,	  and	  where	  these	  demands	  arise	  in	  a	  minority	   group	   that	   constitutes	   the	  majority	   in	   its	   region.	   In	   these	   cases	   the	   region	  plays	   a	  small	   role	   in	  national	  government,	  which	  partly	  creates	   the	  demand	  of	  special	   treatment	  or	  even	   secession	   (Ghai,	   2000:	   9).	   Lastly,	   it	   is	   important	   to	   mention	   that	   regional	   autonomy	  cannot	   be	   granted	   to	   an	   ethnic	   group	  without	   a	   distinct	   territory,	   thus	   regional	   autonomy	  implies	  ethno-­‐territoriality	  (Cornell,	  2002b:	  11).	   	  	  
Autonomy	  -­	  mitigating	  or	  fueling	  secession?	  In	  Indonesia,	  the	  policy	  discourse	  has	  been	  greatly	  affected	  by	  the	  debate	  about	  the	  possibility	  of	  using	  autonomy	  as	  a	   tool	   to	  deal	  with	   secessionist	  demands.	  National	  politicians	  have	   in	  general	   feared	  that	  the	  granting	  of	  special	  autonomy	  would	   lead	  to	  the	  disintegration	  of	  the	  nation	  while	  other	  more	  liberal	  figures	  have	  promoted	  the	  idea	  arguing	  that	  it	  would	  be	  the	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only	  way	  to	  ease	  the	  prevalent	  hostility	   towards	   Jakarta	   in	  several	  regions	  (Mietzner,	  2007:	  2).	  Some	  main	  arguments	  in	  the	  academic	  debate	  will	  be	  outlined	  in	  the	  following.	  	  The	  argument	  behind	  the	  granting	  of	  autonomy	  is	  that	  the	  rights	  of	  distinct	  groups	  within	  a	  given	  state	  must	  be	  realized	  below	  the	  state	  level	  as	  it	  will	  counter	  the	  transformation	  of	  the	  international	  system	  into	  one	  containing	  several	  hundreds	  of	  states.	  Additionally,	  the	  concept	  of	  autonomy	   is	  rather	  appealing	  as	   it	  has	   the	  ability	   to	  be	   tailored	  to	  each	  specific	  situation	  (Cornell,	  2002b:	  10).	  Gurr	  (1994)	  furthermore	  points	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  several	  wars	  in	  Western	  and	  Third	  World	  states	  have	  been	  ended	  or	  mitigated	  by	  the	  negotiation	  of	  regional	  autonomy	  laws.	   However,	   he	   also	   points	   to	   examples	   of	   failed	   attempts	   to	   end	   conflicts	   by	   granting	  regional	  autonomy.	  In	  many	  of	  these	  failed	  cases,	  secessionist	  rebels	  have	  rejected	  autonomy	  laws	  that	  were	  unilaterally	  implemented	  by	  central	  governments	  and	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  in	  order	   for	  autonomy	   laws	   to	  effectively	  mitigate	  secessionist	  demands,	   they	  must	   instead	  be	  negotiated	  with	  central	  figures	  from	  the	  community	  seeking	  secession	  (Gurr,	  1994:	  366).	  The	  prerequisites	  of	  autonomy	  are	  first	  of	  all	  the	  recognition	  of	  the	  secessionist	  group	  on	  the	  one	  hand	  and	  the	  acceptance	  of	  group	  rights	  on	  the	  other	  (Cornell,	  2002b:	  10).	  The	  most	  popular	  advice	   offered	   by	   scholars	   to	   policymakers	   is	   to	   allow	   for	   political	   and	   institutional	  arrangements	   that	   can	   address	   the	   demands	   of	   the	   given	   secessionist	   group	   in	   a	  way	   that	  ensures	  the	  movement’s	  confidence	  in	  that	  their	  most	  vital	  concerns	  will	  be	  represented	  and	  protected	   (Lustick	   et	   al.,	   2004:	   209-­‐210).	   Lustick	   et	   al.	   (2004)	   discuss	   the	   use	   of	   power-­‐sharing	  and	  find	  that	  providing	  secessionist	  movements	  with	  greater	  power	  within	  the	  state,	  such	   as	   increased	   political	   influence,	   greater	   control	   over	   economic	   resources	   and	   cultural	  identity	   often	   help	   deter	   their	   demands	   for	   secession	   (Lustick	   et	   al.,	   2004:	   222).	   However,	  McGibbon	   (2004)	   argues	   that	   when	   autonomy	   is	   granted	   under	   conditions	   of	   weakening	  central	  authority	  it	  is	  likely	  to	  reverse	  once	  central	  power	  is	  reconsolidated	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  5-­‐6).	  Autonomies	  conceded	  under	  weak	  states	  are	  therefore	  not	  likely	  to	  be	  durable,	  which	  is	  also	   the	   point	   of	   Nordquist	   (1998)	   who	   argues	   that	   “weak	   states	   make	   weak	   autonomies”	  (Nordquist,	  1998:	  73).	  One	  of	  the	  major	  threats	  to	  regions	  with	  autonomy	  granted	  by	  a	  weak	  state	   is	   therefore,	   if	   the	   state	   undergoes	   structural	   changes	   that	   strengthens	   the	   central	  government	  as	  it	  will	  then	  likely	  have	  consequences	  for	  the	  degree	  of	  autonomy	  in	  the	  region	  (Nordquist,	  1998:	  73).	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Autonomy	   does	   in	   many	   ways	   work	   to	   preserve	   diversity	   but	   it	   does	   also	   explicitly	  discriminate	   among	   groups	   on	   the	   grounds	   of	   different	   traits,	   and	   some	   scholars	   therefore	  argue	   that	   if	   autonomy	   is	   granted	   to	   one	   group	   it	   will	   lead	   to	   protests	   of	   other	   groups.	  Additionally,	   the	   community	   enjoying	   special	   autonomy	  might	   be	   isolated	   from	   the	   greater	  political	   system	   and	   cause	   alienation	   (Cornell,	   2002b:	   10).	   Some	   scholars,	   as	   for	   example	  Brancati	   (2006),	   have	   suggested	   that	   political	   decentralization	   has	   the	   potential	   to	   spur	  secessionist	   demands	   by	   supplying	   groups	   at	   the	   regional	   level	   of	   government	   with	   the	  resources	  to	  pursue	  secession.	  Cornell	  (2002b)	  supports	  this	  point	  of	  view	  and	  argues	  that	  the	  establishment	  of	  political	   institutions	  can	   increase	   the	  capacity	  of	   the	  group	   to	  act	   (Cornell,	  2002b:	   252).	   Also,	   the	   reinforcement	   of	   regionally	   based	   identities	   and	   discriminative	  legislature	   can	   help	   intensify	   secessionist	   demands	   (Brancati,	   2006:	   652).	   Cornell	   (2002a)	  exemplifies	  the	  autonomy	  and	  conflict	  nexus	  with	  cases	  from	  the	  former	  Soviet	  Union,	  which	  shows	   that	   conflicts	   are	  more	   likely	   to	   arise	   in	   autonomous	   regions	   than	   non-­‐autonomous	  regions.	   In	   fact,	   in	   regions	   that	   were	   granted	   autonomy	   secessionist	   conflicts	   increased	  (Cornell,	   2002a:	   265-­‐266).	  However,	   decentralized	   systems	  of	   governance	   are	   less	   likely	   to	  experience	  insurgency	  than	  centralized	  systems.	  Thus,	  it	  can	  be	  advisable	  for	  governments	  to	  strengthen	   regional	   political	   parties,	   as	   it	   is	   believed	   that	   there	   is	   a	   correlation	   between	  strong	  regional	  parties	  and	  the	  decrease	  in	  secessionist	  demands	  (Brancati,	  2006:	  681).	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Historical	  background	  The	   Aceh	   region	   is	   located	   in	   the	  most	  western	   part	   of	   the	   Indonesian	   archipelago	   on	   the	  northern	  tip	  of	  the	  Island	  of	  Sumatra,	  the	  largest	  island	  in	  the	  country.	  The	  island	  is	  bordered	  by	  the	  Indian	  Ocean	  in	  the	  south	  and	  by	  the	  Malacca	  Strait	  in	  the	  north	  which	  is	  an	  important	  trade	   route	   between	   east	   and	   west.	   The	   provincial	   capital	   is	   Banda	   Aceh	   and	   the	   main	  language	   spoken,	   besides	   the	   national	   language	   Bahasa	   Indonesia,	   is	   Acehnese	   (Kooistra,	  2001:	   15).	   In	   2010	   the	   Acehnese	   population	   reached	   a	   size	   of	   around	   4,5	   million	   people	  whereof	  the	  vast	  majority	  hold	  the	  religious	  belief	  of	  Islam	  (Badan	  Pusat	  Statistik,	  2013).	  Aceh	  have	   for	   long	  been	  a	   source	  of	   conflict	   in	   the	   Southeast	  Asian	   region.	  The	  Acehnese	  people	  have	   a	   history	   of	   political	   independence	   and	   have	   fiercely	   continued	   to	   resist	   control	   by	  outsiders,	   including	   the	   Dutch	   colonialists,	   the	   Japanese	   occupiers	   and	   the	   Indonesian	  government.	  
The	  pre-­‐colonial	  era	  followed	  by	  Dutch	  rule	  In	  pre-­‐colonial	  history	  Aceh	  was	  operating	  as	  an	  independent	  sultanate.	  It	  was	  among	  the	  first	  areas	   in	  Southeast	  Asia	  to	  be	  impacted	  by	  the	  arrival	  of	   Islam	  and	  it	   is	  considered	  as	  one	  of	  two	   principal	   centers	   of	   Islamic	   learning	   in	   the	   region	   (Gross,	   2007:	   152).	   The	   sultanate	  reached	   its	   apogee	   during	   the	   seventeenth	   century	   when	   Aceh	   enjoyed	   great	   wealth	   and	  influential	  power	  due	  to	  its	  strategic	  location	  for	  controlling	  inter-­‐regional	  trade.	  	  In	   the	   period	   of	   Dutch	   colonial	   rule	   in	   the	   Indonesian	   archipelago	   (from	  1800	   until	   1949),	  Aceh	  was	   the	   last	   region	   to	  be	  brought	  under	  Dutch	   control	   (Gross,	   2007:	  152).	  The	  Dutch	  launched	  an	  assault	  on	  Aceh	  in	  1873	  but	  did	  not	  manage	  to	  subdue	  the	  territory	  until	  1907	  where	   the	   sultanate	   was	   abolished	   after	   more	   than	   three	   decades	   of	   bitter	   warfare	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   91).	   According	   to	  Kooistra	   (2001),	   one	   of	   the	   reasons	   for	   the	   sultanate’s	  defeat	   was	   a	   lack	   of	   cooperation	   among	   the	   Acehnese	   nobility	   who	   generally	   was	   more	  concerned	   with	   protecting	   their	   own	   respective	   territories,	   and	   the	   ulamas	   (religious	  teachers)	   should	   instead	   prove	   to	   be	   some	   of	   the	   important	   players	   in	   the	   Acehnese	  resistance	  (Kooistra	  2001:	  15).	  These	  even	  came	  to	  form	  an	  association	  in	  1939	  called	  the	  All-­‐Aceh	  Ulama	  Association	   (PUSA)	   that	   operated	   as	   an	   umbrella	   group	   for	   anti-­‐establishment	  forces	  up	  until	  the	  Second	  World	  War.	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Japanese	  occupation	  and	  Indonesian	  independence	  During	  the	  Second	  World	  War	  Aceh	  was	  invaded	  by	  the	  Japanese	  and	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  war	  the	  Dutch	  made	  no	  attempts	  to	  re-­‐occupy	  the	  region.	  Thus,	  Aceh	  experienced	  a	  political	  void	  in	   the	   post	  war	   years	   and	   the	  Acehnese	   population	   saw	   the	   opportunity	   to	   circumvent	   the	  local	   balance	   of	   power	   with	   PUSA	   taking	   over	   the	   leadership	   role	   in	   the	   region	   from	   the	  nobility	  that	  had	  in	  the	  previous	  years	  been	  collaborating	  with	  the	  Dutch	  and	  Japanese	  rulers	  (Kooistra	   2001:	   15).	   Concurrently	   with	   this	   development,	   the	   rest	   of	   Indonesia	   was	  preoccupied	  with	  its	  struggle	  for	  independence	  from	  the	  Dutch,	  thus	  leaving	  PUSA	  to	  govern	  Aceh	   with	   full	   autonomy.	   However,	   when	   Indonesia	   gained	   independence	   in	   1949,	   it	  incorporated	   Aceh	   into	   its	   province	   of	   Northern	   Sumatra	   and	   brought	   an	   end	   to	   PUSA’s	  political	   control	   (Gross,	   2007:	   153).	   This	   led	   to	   great	   resistance	   in	  Aceh	   and	   in	   1953	  PUSA	  launched	  a	  revolt	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Darul	  Islam	  movement,	  which	  joined	  several	  regional	  Islamic	  rebellions	  in	  a	  struggle	  to	  form	  an	  Indonesian	  Islamic	  state.	  However,	  this	  aspiration	  was	  not	  fulfilled	  but	  the	  conflict	  was	  resolved	  by	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  granting	  Aceh	  provincial	  status	   in	  1957	   and	   ‘special	   region’	   status,	  with	   autonomy	  over	   religion,	   customary	   law	  and	  education	  in	  1959	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  91).	  
Indonesian	  rule	  under	  Suharto	  –	  The	  New	  Order	  epoch	  When	  Suharto	  came	  to	  power	  in	  1967	  governance	  became	  heavily	  centralized	  and	  PUSA	  and	  the	   ulamas	   lost	   their	   traditional	   roles	   as	   political	   and	   religious	   leaders	   in	   Aceh,	   and	   as	  Kooistra	   (2001)	   argues,	   the	   ‘special	   region’	   status	   did	   from	   then	   on	   only	   exist	   on	   paper	  (Kooistra	  2001:	  15).	  In	  the	  following	  years	  under	  Suharto’s	  rule	  the	  Acehnese	  experienced	  an	  increased	   repression	   by	   the	   army,	   deterioration	   of	   their	   livelihoods	   and	   great	   economic	  injustices.	   The	   economic	   injustices	   especially	   related	   to	   the	   revenues	   from	   the	   massive	  reserves	  of	  natural	  gas	   found	   in	   the	  region	   in	  1971	  of	  which	   the	  majority	   flowed	   to	   Jakarta	  and	  only	  an	  estimated	  five	  to	  seven	  percent	  benefitted	  Aceh	  (Gross,	  2007:	  154).	  Furthermore,	  many	   Acehnese	   felt	   a	   deep	   distrust	   towards	   the	   secularism	   of	   the	   state	   that	   Suharto	  advocated.	  These	  conditions	  helped	  refueling	  the	  sentiment	  of	  independence	  from	  Indonesia	  in	  the	  Acehnese	  population	  and	  one	  of	  the	  outcomes	  of	  this	  was	  the	  formation	  of	  GAM	  in	  1976.	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GAM	  and	  continuous	  waves	  of	  insurgency	  GAM	  was	  established	  by	  Hasan	  Di	  Tiro,	  a	  claimed	  descendent	  of	  the	  sultans	  of	  Aceh,	  who	  had	  lived	   abroad	   in	   the	  United	  States	   (US)	   for	  many	  years	  but	   returned	   to	  Aceh	   in	  1976	   to	   ‘re-­‐declare’	   the	   independence	   of	   the	   region.	   GAM	   initially	   operated	   as	   a	   small	   guerilla	   army	  without	  much	  success	  or	  support,	  neither	  from	  the	  local	  ulamas	  or	  external	  actors	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  16).	  The	  Suharto	  government	  responded	  to	  the	  insurgency	  with	  brutal	  military	  means	  and	  did	  for	  a	  large	  part	  succeed	  in	  silencing	  GAM	  and	  Di	  Tiro	  quickly	  had	  to	  flee	  to	  live	  in	  exile	  in	  Sweden.	  However,	   though	  the	  efforts	  of	   the	  GAM	  movement	  needed	  great	  optimization	   it	  endured	   and	   continued	   to	   trouble	   the	   government’s	   security	   forces	   through	   its	   low-­‐scale	  warfare	   in	   the	   following	   years.	   During	   the	   1980s	   the	   movement	   regrouped,	   rearmed	   and	  developed	  a	  publicly	  well-­‐supported	  ideology	  (Gross,	  2007:	  160).	  This	  was	  made	  possible	  as	  Di	  Tiro	  gained	  support	   from	  Libya	   to	  military	   training	  and	  enjoyed	   funding	   from	   the	  exiled	  Acehnese	  population	  in	  Malaysia	  and	  in	  1989	  a	  strengthened	  GAM	  launched	  a	  series	  of	  attacks	  on	  local	  military	  posts	  and	  non-­‐Acehnese	  migrants	  in	  the	  region	  (Huxley,	  2002:	  36).	  Nevertheless,	  the	  Suharto	  regime	  once	  again	  reacted	  fiercely	  to	  the	  new	  wave	  of	  rebellion.	  In	  1989	  the	  central	  government	  declared	  Aceh	  a	  Military	  Operational	  Area	  (Daerah	  
Operasi	   Militer	   -­‐	   DOM)	   and	   the	   Indonesian	   military	   (Tentara	   Nasional	   Indonesia	   -­‐	   TNI)	  instigated	   a	   violent	   campaign	   aimed	   to	   end	   the	   insurgency	   once	   and	   for	   all,	   making	   little	  distinction	  between	  GAM	  members	  and	  civilians	   (Gross,	  2007:	  157).	   	  Thus,	  during	   the	  DOM	  several	   thousands	   unarmed	   civilian	   Acehnese	  were	   killed	   and	  many	  more	  were	   arbitrarily	  arrested,	  detained	  and	  tortured	  (Huxley	  2002:	  36).	  Contrary	  to	  the	  objective	  of	   the	  TNI	  this	  increased	   the	   support	   to	   GAM	   among	   the	   Acehnese	   population,	   even	   though	   this	   was	   not	  clearly	  visible	  until	   the	  fall	  of	  Suharto	   in	  1998	  when	  the	  power	  vacuum	  provided	  GAM	  with	  the	   opportunity	   to	   reestablish	   itself.	   In	   the	   early	   stages	   of	   the	   democratization	   process	  following	   Suharto’s	   fall,	   an	   alternative	   to	   GAM	   also	   emerged,	   the	   student-­‐led	   Information	  Center	  for	  a	  Referendum	  on	  Aceh	  (Sentral	  Informasi	  Referendum	  Aceh	  –	  SIRA),	  which	  pushed	  for	  a	  peaceful	  end	  to	  the	  conflict	  through	  a	  referendum	  like	  in	  East	  Timor	  (Gross,	  2007:	  159).	  However,	  despite	  promises	  of	  a	  referendum	  neither	  of	  the	  two	  first	  presidents	  after	  Suharto	  were	  able	  to	  deliver	  on	  this,	  partly	  due	  to	  parliamentary	  and	  military	  opposition,	  and	  violent	  struggles	  between	  GAM	  and	  TNI	  continued.	  Hopes	  for	  rapprochement	  grew	  as	  GAM	  and	  representatives	  from	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  met	  in	  Geneva	  through	  1999	  and	  2000	  with	  the	  aim	  of	  signing	  a	  peace	  agreement	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(Huxley,	   2002:	   36).	   The	   talks	   resulted	   in	   a	   ‘humanitarian	   pause’	   in	  May	   2000	   but	   as	   there	  were	  no	  further	  political	  consensus	  progress	  was	  limited.	  In	  contrast	  to	  the	  intentions	  of	  the	  Indonesian	   president	   Abdurrahman	   Wahid	   (Wahid	   was	   the	   first	   elected	   president	   after	  Suharto	   and	   served	   as	   the	   president	   of	   Indonesia	   from	   1999-­‐2001)	   	  the	   agreement	   gave	  acknowledgement	   and	   formal	   international	   recognition	   to	   GAM,	   while	   the	   environment	  concurrently	  allowed	  for	  the	  movement	  to	  expand	  its	  control	  in	  the	  countryside	  in	  Aceh.	  TNI	  responded	  violently	  to	  this	  advancement	  by	  GAM,	  who	  then	  responded	  with	  counterattacks,	  and	   soon	   the	   conflict	   escalated	   reaching	   a	   death	   record	   of	   nearly	   1,500	   in	   the	   year	   2001	  (Gross,	   2007:	   160).	   Wahid	   granted	   Aceh	   with	   a	   special	   autonomy	   law	   in	   July	   2001	   as	   an	  attempt	   to	   ease	   the	   conflict,	   however,	   both	   GAM	   and	   the	   Acehnese	   population	   rejected	   it.	  Many	   felt,	   after	   years	  of	  war	   and	   repression,	   that	  nothing	   else	   than	   independence	   could	  be	  accepted.	  Thus,	  GAM	  continued	  its	  secessionist	  insurgency.	  
	  
Helsinki	  peace	  agreement	  –	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  After	   years	  of	  massive	  military	  operations	  by	   the	  TNI	   and	   the	  devastating	   tsunami	   in	  2004	  GAM	  and	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  were	  finally	  brought	  to	  the	  negotiation	  table	  again.	  The	  Indonesian	   government	  had	  otherwise	   stated	   that	   it	  was	  not	   interested	   in	  negotiating	  with	  GAM,	  but	  the	  huge	  media	  coverage	  of	  the	  tsunami	  put	  the	  government	  under	  pressure,	  as	  its	  military	   activities	   in	   the	   region	   did	   not	   please	   the	   aid-­‐providing	   international	   society	  (Aspinall,	  2005:	  1;	  McGibbon,	  2004:	  3,	  39-­‐41).	  The	   peace	   negotiations	   were	   held	   in	   Helsinki	   in	   2005	   and	   ultimately	   represented	   a	   trade	  between	  GAM	  and	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  and	  led	  to	  the	  signing	  of	  the	  Memorandum	  of	  Understanding	  (MoU).	  Most	  crucially,	  GAM	  gave	  up	  its	  demand	  for	  independence	  in	  exchange	  of	  a	  more	  extensive	  autonomy	  that	  would	  allow	  for	  the	  Acehnese	  population	  to	  form	  political	  parties	   at	   the	   local	   level	   (Aspinall,	   2005:	   38).	   The	   government	   released	   almost	   1,300	   GAM	  detainees	   and	   promised	   to	   provide	   social	   security	   for	   the	   former	   GAM	   members	   through	  economic	  compensation	  (around	  $100)	  to	  every	  demobilized	  member	  and	  restoration	  of	  their	  rights	  and	  citizenships.	  The	  agreement	  even	  contained	  a	  promise	  of	  compensation	  in	  form	  of	  employment,	  land	  and	  social	  security	  to	  those	  citizens	  able	  to	  demonstrate	  losses	  during	  the	  conflict.	  In	  turn,	  GAM	  disarmed	  3,000	  troops	  and	  decommissioned	  all	  of	  its	  arms	  by	  the	  end	  of	  2005	  (Aspinall,	  2005:	  45).	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Additionally,	   the	  MoU	  also	   led	   the	  way	   for	  a	  new	  autonomy	   law	   in	  2006	  and	  despite	  much	   skepticism	   the	   agreement	   ran	   on	   schedule	   and	   on	   December	   27th	   GAM	   formally	  dissolved	   itself	   (Gross,	   2007:	   167).	   The	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2006	   allowed	   for	   the	   Acehnese	  population	   to	   create	   its	   own	   political	   parties	   and	   run	   as	   independent	   candidates	   for	   the	  gubernatorial	  elections,	  and	  the	  former	  GAM-­‐leader,	  Irwandi	  Yusuf,	  was	  elected	  as	  governor	  of	  Aceh	  at	  the	  following	  local	  election	  (Aspinall,	  2013:	  48).	  	  
Aceh	  autonomy	  laws	  
Special	  Autonomy	  Law	  2001	  The	   People’s	   Consultative	   Assembly	   (Majelis	   Pemusyawaratan	   Rakyat	   -­‐	   MPR)	   enacted	   a	  special	  autonomy	  law	  concerning	  Aceh	  in	  1999,	  but	  implementation	  did	  not	  commence	  until	  two	  years	  later	  and	  therefore	  it	  is	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2001.	  One	  of	  the	  main	  aims	  of	  the	  law	  was	  to	  ensure	  special	  protection	  of	  minority	  rights	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  2).	  The	  law	  established	   local	  autonomy	  in	  education,	  religion	  and	   local	  custom	  and	  was	  building	  on	  elements	  from	  the	  offer	  of	  ‘special	  status’	  to	  Aceh	  in	  the	  late	  1950’s.	  Among	  the	  most	  crucial	  elements	   of	   the	   special	   autonomy	   law	  was	   the	   implementation	   of	   parts	   of	   the	   Islamic	   law,	  focusing	  on	   family	   law	  and	  dress	   code,	   and	   the	   establishment	  of	   an	   independent	   council	   of	  Islamic	   leaders	   to	   advise	   the	  provincial	   government	   	  (Schulze,	   2007:	  11).	  The	  new	   law	  also	  allowed	   for	  direct	  election	  of	   local	  government	  heads	  and	  a	  more	  generous	  division	  of	   rent	  from	   natural	   resources	   in	   the	   region,	   granting	   15	   and	   30	   percent	   of	   the	   revenues	   from	  onshore	   oil	   and	   gas	   respectively	   (Ravich,	   2000:	   15).	   However,	   the	   rent	   readily	   available	   to	  Aceh	  was	  to	  be	  significantly	  reduced	  after	  eight	  years	  and	  the	  control	  for	  collecting	  revenues	  was	  still	   to	  remain	   in	   the	  hands	  of	   the	  central	  government.	  Furthermore,	  clauses	  within	  the	  law	  prevented	  GAM	  members	  from	  participating	  in	  direct	  elections	  and	  the	  newly	  established	  cultural	   institutions	  as	   candidates	  were	  not	  accepted	   to	  have	  a	   criminal	   record	  or	  a	   foreign	  citizenship.	  This	  ruled	  out	  most	  GAM	  members	  as	  many	  could	  be	  charged	  guilty	  of	  subversion	  while	  large	  segments	  of	  the	  leadership	  resided	  in	  Sweden	  and	  Malaysia	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  17-­‐18).	  It	   is	   recognizable	   that	   the	   content	   of	   the	   special	   autonomy	   law	   did	   involve	   significant	  concession	   by	   Jakarta,	   however,	   the	   process	   through	   which	   the	   law	   was	   granted	   lacked	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inclusion	  of	  popular	  elements	  within	  civil	  society,	  as	  for	  example	  high-­‐ranking	  GAM	  members	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  5).	  The	   law	  was	   instead	  drafted	  on	  the	   initiative	  of	  the	  MPR	  and	  the	  then	  Acehnese	  elite,	  the	  latter	  perceiving	  the	  claims	  for	  independence	  as	  a	  challenge	  to	  their	  local	  leadership	   status.	   Thus	   the	   drafting	   process	   had	   little	   public	   input	   and	   therefore	   generally	  lacked	   legitimacy	   in	   Aceh.	   Another	   crucial	   point	   is	   that	   the	   special	   autonomy	   law	   did	   not	  extend	   to	   political	   parties,	   instead	   their	   establishment	   were	   still	   regulated	   by	   the	   national	  laws	   meaning	   that	   it	   was	   mandatory	   for	   parties	   to	   have	   a	   national	   base	   to	   compete	   in	  elections,	  thus	  greatly	  inhibiting	  the	  emergence	  of	  local	  parties	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  26).	  In	  line	  with	   this,	   the	   candidates	   for	   local	   assembly	   also	   had	   to	   be	   members	   of	   a	   national	   party,	  selected	  by	  central	  party	  boards,	  and	  often	   they	  had	   little	  connection	   to	   the	  area	   they	  were	  supposed	  to	  represent.	  
Autonomy	  Law	  2006	  -­	  LoGA	  The	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2006	  took	  its	  departure	  from	  the	  MoU,	  which	  was	  a	  central	  element	  in	  the	  peace	  process	   in	  Helsinki	   in	  2005	  (Hannum,	  2008:	  117).	  MoU	  stipulated	   four	  principles	  that	  the	  law	  should	  be	  based	  on,	  nevertheless,	  the	  MoU	  was	  not	  regarded	  as	  a	  legally	  binding	  source	   by	   the	   Indonesian	   government	   and	   therefore	   the	   Parliament	   was	   free	   to	   make	   its	  decisions	  independently	  from	  it.	  	  LoGA	  is	  extremely	  complex,	  comprising	  40	  chapters	  and	  278	  articles,	  and	  does	  not	  only	  cover	  issues	  of	  autonomous	  regional	  governance	  but	  also	  issues	  usually	  covered	  within	  sectoral	  law.	  The	   law	   includes	   regulations	  on	  health,	   education,	  natural	   resource	  management,	   economic	  development	  and	  human	  rights	  to	  mention	  but	  a	   few	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  9).	  May	  (2008)	  argues	  that	   the	  LoGA,	  by	   focusing	  on	  many	   issues,	  has	  become	  superficial	   and	   lost	   its	   focus	  on	   the	  principles	  of	  special	  autonomy	  while	   the	  drafting	  process,	   including	  numerous	  stakeholders	  with	  different	  interests,	  has	  compromised	  the	  consistency	  and	  clarity	  of	  the	  law	  (May,	  2008:	  42).	  However,	  some	  of	  the	  main	  elements	  of	  the	  law	  related	  more	  specifically	  to	  Aceh’s	  autonomy	  are	  outlined	  in	  the	  following.	  The	  LoGA	  for	  example	  specifies	  that	  the	  government	  of	  Aceh	  has	  the	   authority	   to	   regulate	   and	   implement	   government	   functions	   in	   all	   public	   sectors	   except	  those	  sectors	  considered	  the	  authority	  of	  the	  central	  government	  like	  foreign	  affairs,	  defense,	  security,	   justice,	  monetary	   affairs	   and	   some	   functions	   in	   the	   field	   of	   religion.	   This	   does	   not	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mean,	  however,	  that	  the	  government	  of	  Aceh	  has	  the	  right	  to	  exercise	  all	  authorities	  within	  all	  sectors	  besides	   the	  six	   just	  mentioned,	  as	  numerous	  other	   functions	  are	  still	   assigned	   to	  be	  regulated	   or	   implemented	   by	   the	   central	   government	   as	   part	   of	   overall	   national	   strategies	  (May,	   2008:	   43).	   Furthermore,	   it	   is	   stated	   in	   the	   LoGA	   that	   the	   central	   government’s	  engagement	  in	  international	  agreements	  and	  decisions	  regarding	  the	  legislature	  of	  Aceh	  must	  be	  managed	  in	  consultation	  with	  and	  consideration	  of	  the	  provincial	  parliament	  of	  Aceh.	  This	  is	  also	  true	  for	  administrative	  measures	  affecting	  Aceh	  carried	  out	  by	  the	  central	  government	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  9).	  The	  LoGA	  does	  not	  touch	  upon	  the	  duties	  of	  the	  TNI	  in	  Aceh,	  and	  therefore	  it	  will	   continuously	  deal	  with	   internal	  security	  disturbances	   in	   the	  region	   like	   it	  does	   in	   the	  rest	  of	  Indonesia.	  	  Most	   crucial	   however,	   the	   LoGA	   allows	   for	   the	   creation	   of	   local	   parties	   in	   Aceh	   and	   for	  independent	   candidates	   to	   run	   for	   the	   gubernatorial	   elections3.	   Additionally,	   the	  preconditions	   to	  be	   fulfilled	  according	   to	   the	  2001	  autonomy	   law	   to	   run	  as	  a	  candidate	  has	  been	  revised	  such	  that	  most	  GAM	  members	  are	  now	  able	  to	  participate	  (Mietzner,	  2007:	  24).	  Furthermore,	   LoGA	   also	   credit	   Aceh	   with	   a	   higher	   share	   of	   the	   revenues	   from	   its	   natural	  resources,	  this	  being	  increased	  from	  15-­‐30	  percent	  in	  the	  2001	  law	  to	  70	  percent	  in	  the	  LoGA	  (Worldwatch,	  2013).	  LoGA	  concurrently	  allows	  for	  a	  more	  comprehensive	  implementation	  of	  Shari’a	  law,	  including	  for	  example	  Shari’a	  criminal	  law	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  11).	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  3	  Restricted	  to	  the	  2006	  elections	  as	  it	  was	  believed	  that	  candidates	  from	  then	  on	  would	  be	  able	  to	  run	  for	  local	  political	  parties	  (Mietzner,	  2007:	  24).	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Analysis	  As	  mentioned	  in	  a	  previous	  section,	  Aceh	  has	  a	  long	  history	  of	  resistance	  from	  outside	  control,	  however,	  the	  first	  movement	  to	  state	  independence,	  as	  its	  main	  goal	  was	  GAM	  established	  in	  1976.	   In	   the	   light	   of	   this,	   the	   following	   analysis	   of	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   Aceh	   will	  revolve	  much	  around	  GAM	  and	  other	  movements	  will	  not	  be	  touched	  upon.	  The	  first	  section	  of	  the	  analysis	  will	  focus	  on	  preconditions	  for	  the	  establishment	  of	  GAM,	  while	  the	  second	  and	  third	  part	  will	  identify	  the	  dynamics	  of	  the	  secession	  process.	  Here	  the	  main	  focus	  will	  be	  on	  the	   implementation	  of	   the	  autonomy	   laws	   in	  2001	  and	  2006	  and	   the	  underlying	   causes	   for	  their	  distinct	  impact.	  
	  
Part	  I:	  Preconditions	  
Distinct	  community	  According	   to	   Bartkus	   (1999),	   it	   is	   crucial	   that	   there	   is	   a	   distinct	   community	   in	   which	   the	  secessionist	  movement	  can	  set	  forward	  its	  demands	  for	  independence.	  Aceh	  has	  a	  relatively	  homogeneous	  population	  with	  between	  75	  and	  80	  percent	  being	  ethnic	  Acehnese.	  The	  vast	  majority	  of	   the	  Acehnese	   is	  Muslim	  and	  the	  region	  actually	  has	  the	  highest	  concentration	  of	  Muslims	   within	   the	   Indonesian	   archipelago	   (98	   percent).	   Aceh	   furthermore	   has	   a	   special	  religious	   importance	   as	   it	   is	   considered	   to	   be	   the	   “Gateway	   to	   Mecca”[1],	   referring	   to	   its	  geographical	  position	  making	   it	   a	  passage	   for	  pilgrims	   travelling	   to	  Mecca,	  while	  also	  being	  considered	   as	   a	   central	   place	   for	   Islamic	   learning	   (Ravich,	   2000:	   11).	   The	   Acehnese	   has	   a	  strong	   commitment	   to	   Islam	   and	   are	   by	   many	   Indonesians	   considered	   to	   be	   religiously	  conservative	   (Kooistra,	   2001:	   16).	   Thus,	   Aceh	   has	   somewhat	   distinctive	   regional	  characteristics	   in	   terms	   of	   its	   ethnic	   cohesiveness	   and	   staunch	   Islamic	   belief.	   Furthermore,	  the	  pre-­‐colonial	  history	  of	   the	  region,	   its	  economic	   independence	  and	   long	  resistance	  to	   the	  Dutch	   colonialists	   have	  helped	   forge	   a	   feeling	   among	   the	  Acehnese	   that	   they	  were	   unjustly	  engulfed	  into	  the	  Indonesian	  state	  and	  that	  the	  Aceh	  region	  should	  be	  seen	  as	  clearly	  different	  from	  the	  rest	  of	  the	  archipelago	  (Buendia,	  2005:	  51).	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Geography	  Bartkus	   (1999),	   Wood	   (1981)	   and	   Galula	   (1964)	   all	   emphasize	   the	   importance	   of	   the	  geographical	  outline	  of	  the	  state	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  area	  populated	  by	  the	  distinct	  community.	  As	  shown	  on	  the	  map	  Aceh	  is	  a	  region	  that	  constitutes	  a	  delimited	  geographical	  area	  on	  the	  northern	  tip	  of	  Sumatra	  including	  some	  few	  islands	  located	  on	  the	  coast.	  As	  regional	  borders	  are	  already	  established	  Aceh	  seems	  easily	   separable	   from	   the	   Indonesian	  state,	   in	   line	  with	  Wood’s	   (1981)	   second	   precondition.	   In	   relation	   to	   Galula’s	   theory	   on	   insurgency	   the	  geographical	  area	  both	  provides	  some	  advantage	  for	  the	  insurgents	  and	  the	  Indonesian	  state,	  as	  the	  long	  coastline	  is	  a	  geographical	  advantage	  to	  the	  government	  when	  launching	  counter-­‐insurgent	  actions,	  while	  the	  jungle	  covered	  mountains	  in	  the	  more	  central	  part	  of	  the	  region	  are	  of	  advantage	  to	  Acehnese	  insurgents	  familiar	  with	  the	  terrain.	  	  	  	  
Group	  alienation	  During	   Suharto’s	   rule	   from	   1967	   until	   1998	   the	   vital	   functions	   of	   technocrats,	   secular	  educated	  intellectuals	  and	  the	  TNI	  was	  highlighted	  and	  governance	  were	  heavily	  centralized.	  This	   state-­‐strategy	   was	   in	   several	   ways	   in	   opposition	   to	   the	   local	   governance	   structure	   in	  Aceh	  where	  ulamas’	  and	  PUSA	  since	  the	  1950’s	  had	  dominated	  both	  the	  political	  and	  religious	  sphere.	  Thus,	  Suharto’s	  state	  strategy	  altered	  the	  social	  structure	  in	  Aceh	  in	  two	  fundamental	  ways.	  First	  of	   all,	   there	  was	   created	  a	  new	  class	  of	   technocrats	   and,	   secondly,	   there	  was	  an	  expansion	  of	  secular	  education	  at	  the	  expense	  of	  Islamic	  schools	  (Buendia,	  2005:	  52).	  Buendia	  (2005)	   argues	   that	   the	   centralism,	   secularism,	  modernism	  and	  militarism	  of	   Suharto’s	  New	  Order	  regime	  gave	  a	  heavy	  blow	  to	  the	  identity	  and	  consciousness	  of	  the	  Acehnese	  in	  general,	  and	  the	  ulamas	  especially	  (Buendia,	  2005:	  52-­‐53).	  From	  1967	  the	  Acehnese	  became	  subjected	  to	  a	  state	  philosophy	  contradictory	  to	  the	  one	  thus	  far	  prevailing	  in	  Aceh	  and	  it	  can	  therefore	  be	   argued	   that	   the	   population	   in	   the	   region	   became	   increasingly	   alienated	   from	   the	   state	  during	   Suharto’s	   leadership.	   Their	   traditional	   leaders	   were	   partly	   replaced	   by	   secular	  intellectuals	   and	   the	   ulamas’	   conventional	   authority	   was	   greatly	   challenged.	   The	   staunchly	  Islamic	  Acehnese	  population	  did	  not	  in	  general	  see	  much	  conformity	  between	  their	  identity	  as	  Muslims	  and	  the	  modernization	  project	  of	  the	  Indonesian	  state	  (Gross,	  2007:	  151).	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Discontent	  Bartkus	   (1999)	   and	   Wood	   (1981)	   both	   introduce	   preconditions	   relating	   to	   the	   distinct	  community	  experiencing	  some	  kind	  of	  grievances	  that	  the	  secessionist	  movement	  can	  utilize	  to	   gain	   support.	   Discontent	   among	   the	   Acehnese	   population	   has	   been	   influenced	   both	   by	  economic,	  psychological	  and	  political	  factors,	  some	  dominating	  over	  others	  at	  different	  times	  in	  Aceh’s	  history.	   In	  1950,	  when	  Aceh	  was	   integrated	   into	  Indonesia,	   the	  political	   leaders	  of	  PUSA	  did	  not	  push	  for	  secession,	  but	  expressed	  a	  wish	  for	  an	  Indonesian	  state	  adopting	  Islam	  as	   the	   official	   religion	   (Ravich,	   2000:	   11).	   However,	   this	   wish	   was	   not	   met	   and	   instead	   a	  secular	   state	   philosophy	   (pancasila)	   was	   followed	   along	   with	   a	   suppression	   of	   ideological	  cleavages.	  Sukarno,	  Indonesia’s	  first	  president,	  even	  prevented	  a	  constitutional	  doctrine	  that	  bound	   Muslims	   to	   Islamic	   law	   (Shari’a)	   and	   banned	   the	   Muslim	   political	   party	   Masyumi	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  14).	  Thus,	   the	   Jakarta	  government	   forged	   the	   first	  wave	  of	  discontent,	   this	  being	  of	  religious	  character	  as	  the	  central	  policies	  were	  considered	  to	  represent	  threats	  to	  the	  Muslim	   identity	   in	  Aceh.	  This	   development	   even	   led	   to	   a	   radicalization	  of	   a	   segment	   of	   the	  Muslim	   community	   represented	   by	   the	   movement	   of	   Darul	   Islam	   leading	   the	   upheavals	  against	  the	  central	  government	  in	  1953	  (Ravich,	  2000:	  11).	  The	  second	  wave	  of	  discontent	  was	  closely	  related	  to	  economic	  grievances.	  Already	  from	  the	  mid-­‐1950s	  did	  the	  local	  business	  elite	  and	  political	  leaders	  in	  Aceh	  seek	  economic	  parity	  with	  the	   central	   government	  and	  when	   the	  oil	   and	  natural	   gas	   resources	  were	  discovered	   in	   the	  northern	  part	  of	   the	  region	   in	  1971	  this	  sentiment	  was	  heavily	  strengthened	  (Ravich,	  2000:	  12).	  Nonetheless,	  Aceh	  was	  nowhere	  close	  to	  economic	  parity	  with	  Jakarta	  and	  almost	  did	  not	  benefit	  from	  its	  natural	  resources	  and	  a	  new	  surge	  of	  discontent	  emerged.	  These	  two	  waves	  of	  discontent	  resulted,	  amongst	  other	  things,	  in	  the	  establishment	  of	  GAM:	  a	  political	  secessionist	  movement	  that	  aimed	  to	  address	  the	  religious	  and	  economic	  grievances	  through	   independence.	  Over	   the	   years	   of	   struggle	   between	  GAM	  and	   the	  TNI	   psychological	  grievances	   also	   grew	   considerably	   among	   civilian	   Acehnese	   as	   oppression,	   threats,	   fear,	  arrests	   and	   torture	   became	   everyday	   (Amnesty	   International,	   2013:	   8).	   Furthermore,	   the	  independence	   of	   East	   Timor	   in	   2001	   fueled	   envy	   among	   GAM-­‐leaders	   and	   spurred	   further	  nationalist	  mobilization	  of	  the	  population	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  11),	   in	  line	  with	  Wood’s	  (1981)	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psychological	  preconditions.	  Thus,	  a	  third	  wave	  of	  psychological	  discontent	  can	  be	  identified	  from	  the	  late	  1970’s	  onwards.	  
	  
Part	  II:	  Cost-­benefit	  analysis	  and	  the	  special	  autonomy	  law	  2001	  By	  analyzing	  the	  costs	  and	  benefits	  of	  secession	  and	  membership	  it	  becomes	  clear	  that	  there	  are	   both	   barriers	   and	   incitements	   to	   secession	   and	   these	   will	   be	   investigated	   in	   depth	   in	  relation	   to	   the	   Aceh	   conflict	   in	   the	   following	   sections.	   The	   focus	   will	   be	   on	   the	   special	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2001	  and	  the	  barriers	  and	  incitements	  to	  secession	  it	  produced.	  To	  do	  this,	  the	  characteristics	  of	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  prior	  to	  2001	  are	  also	  briefly	  outlined	  in	  most	  sub-­‐sections.	  	  
Barriers	  to	  secession	  	  
Human	  suffering	  and	  support	  for	  GAM	  The	   barriers	   to	   secession	   basically	   consist	   of	   the	   benefits	   of	   membership	   and	   the	   costs	   of	  secession.	  In	  relation	  to	  the	  costs	  of	  secession,	  human	  suffering	  can	  be	  categorized	  as	  one	  of	  the	  gravest	  factors.	  In	  the	  struggle	  for	  secession	  the	  people	  of	  Aceh	  have	  suffered	  from	  three	  decades	   of	   violent	   conflict	   between	   GAM	   and	   the	   government	   forces,	   these	   two	   groups	  sometimes	  targeting	  the	  civilian	  population	  intentionally	   in	  their	  violent	  actions	  as	  a	  part	  of	  their	  warfare	  strategy.	  It	  can	  be	  argued	  in	  this	  connection	  that	  violent	  actions	  carried	  out	  by	  the	  secessionist	  movement	  towards	  civilians	  can	  pose	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession,	  as	  it	  is	  likely	  to	  lead	  to	  decreasing	  support	  for	  the	  movement.	  Violence	   by	   GAM	   against	   non-­‐government	   forces,	   such	   as	   human	   rights	   workers,	  
ulamas,	   journalists	   and	   teachers	   have	   often	   been	   reported	   during	   the	   conflict	   in	   Aceh	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  17).	  GAM	  has	  as	  well	  forcefully	  collected	  money	  from	  wealthy	  Acehnese	  and	  brutally	   punished	   civilians	   opposing	   GAM.	   Furthermore,	   the	   conflict	   between	   GAM	   and	   the	  government	  has	  cost	  more	  than	  11,000	  children	  in	  Aceh	  their	  school	  life,	  as	  schools	  have	  been	  burnt	  down	  and	   teachers	  have	  been	   threatened	  and	   intimidated	   to	   such	  a	  degree	   that	   they	  have	  not	  dared	  to	  attend	  classes	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  17).	  Especially	  migrants	  in	  Aceh	  have	  been	  targeted	  by	  GAM	  and	  many	  have	  experienced	  death	  threats	  and	  been	  forced	  to	  flee	  from	  their	  houses	  to	  live	  in	  terrible	  conditions	  in	  makeshift	  camps.	  It	  can	  therefore	  readily	  be	  established	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that	   GAM	   also	   was	   a	   perpetrator	   of	   human	   suffering	   during	   the	   conflict,	   and	   not	   only	   the	  government	  forces.	  Amnesty	  International	  states	  that	  both	  groups	  have	  used	  violence	  against	  opposing	  voices	  and	  threatened	  civilians	  to	  gain	  their	  support	  (Amnesty	  International,	  2013:	  15).	   However,	   disregarding	  of	   the	  underlying	  motives,	   the	   civilians’	   support	   for	  GAM	  has	  generally	  been	   increasing	   throughout	   the	   conflict.	   Especially	   after	   the	   enactment	   and	   failed	  implementation	  of	   the	  2001	  special	  autonomy	   law	  did	   the	  support	   for	  GAM	  rise,	   this	  partly	  because	  a	  large	  share	  of	  the	  urban	  population	  in	  Aceh,	  which	  had	  until	  then	  opposed	  GAM	  and	  instead	   supported	   Jakarta,	   now	   changed	   its	   position	   in	   favor	   of	   GAM.	   The	   shift	   in	   opinion	  among	   the	  urban	   residents	  was	   largely	   caused	  by	   the	  deteriorating	   living	   conditions	   in	   the	  cities	   under	   the	   martial	   law	   instigated	   by	   Sukarnoputri	   (Schulze,	   2004:	   17-­‐18).	   Kooistra	  (2001)	   argues	   that	   the	  development	   in	  GAM’s	   support	   among	   the	  Acehnese	  population	  has	  not	  so	  much	  been	  a	  reflection	  of	  the	  policies	  of	  GAM	  but	  rather	  its	  role	  as	  a	  force	  opposing	  the	  TNI	   and	   Jakarta	   government.	   The	   gross	   human	   rights	   violations	   against	   thousands	   of	  Acehnese	   committed	   by	   the	   TNI,	   especially	   during	   the	   DOM	   and	  martial	   law,	   concurrently	  with	   Jakarta’s	   inability	   to	   provide	   a	   genuine	   proposal	   for	   autonomy	   in	   2001	   have	   invoked	  great	  discontent	  with	  the	  existing	  conditions,	  and	  thereof	  generated	  growing	  support	  for	  GAM	  in	  the	  post-­‐2001	  years	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  16).	  To	  sum	  up,	  it	  can	  be	  argued	  that	  great	  human	  suffering	  can	  be	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession	  if	  it	  is	  in	  large	   part	   inflicted	   by	   the	   secessionist	  movement	   since	   this	  will	   likely	   lead	   to	   a	   decreasing	  support	  for	  the	  movement	  in	  the	  distinct	  community.	  However,	  in	  Aceh	  this	  has	  not	  been	  the	  case	  as	   the	  human	  suffering	   inflicted	  by	   the	  TNI	  has	  been	   far	  more	  extensive4,	   thus	   leaving	  GAM	  to	  be	  the	  better	  option	  for	  many	  civilian	  Acehnese.	  
State	  opposition	  to	  secession	  Galula	  (1964)	  states	  that	  the	  strength	  of	  the	  counter-­‐insurgent	  has	  great	  implications	  for	  the	  potential	   success	   of	   the	   insurgent	   group,	   here	   associated	   with	   GAM.	   In	   line	   with	   this,	   and	  according	   to	   Bartkus’	   (1999)	   theory,	   it	   can	   be	   argued	   that	   a	   strong	   opposition	   by	   the	  Indonesian	  government	  could	  force	  GAM	  to	  give	  up	  its	  struggle	  for	  secession,	  as	  the	  strokes	  from	  the	  TNI	  and	  security	  forces	  could	  be	  too	  severe	  for	  the	  movement	  to	  recover	  from	  and	  thereby	  create	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  4	  See	  subsequent	  section	  on	  human	  rights	  violations.	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During	   the	   New	   Order	   the	   state	   opposition	   was	   strong	   and	   the	   counter-­‐insurgency	  troops	  were	  numerous	  and	  brutal,	  especially	  during	  the	  DOM	  from	  1989	  to	  1998	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  16).	  GAM	  was	  during	  this	  period	  of	  strong	  state	  opposition	  rather	  weakened	  and	  did	  not	  have	  much	  luck	  in	  their	  struggle	  for	  independence.	  However,	  the	  turbulent	  period	  after	   the	   fall	   of	   Suharto	   and	   the	   Asian	   financial	   crisis	   in	   1997	  meant	   that	   state	   opposition	  towards	  GAM’s	  struggle	   for	   independence	  weakened.	  The	  central	  government	  suffered	  from	  the	  dramatic	  downturn	  in	  the	  economy	  and	  the	  forced	  dependence	  on	  international	  donors5	  was	   a	   severe	   blow	   to	   the	   sovereignty	   of	   Indonesia.	   Furthermore,	   the	   recently	   initiated	  democratization	   process	  meant	   that	   the	   government	   institutions	  were	   still	   developing	   and	  rather	   fragile	  while	   simultaneously	  being	   challenged	  by	  mass	  protests	   from	   the	   Indonesian	  civil	   society	   and	   pressure	   over	   human	   rights	   from	   the	   international	   society.	   Thus,	   the	  weakened	  central	   government	  was	   in	  a	  desperate	   situation	   to	  maintain	   the	  unitary	   state	  of	  Indonesia	   and	   enacted	   special	   autonomy	   laws	   in	   an	   attempt	   to	   keep	   the	   nation	   together	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   3,	   5,	   14).	   A	   former	   MPR	   member	   expressed	   the	   desperation	   of	   the	  authorities	  in	  this	  way:	  “We	  were	  prepared	  to	  concede	  anything	  to	  Papua	  and	  Aceh	  at	  the	  time	  
as	  long	  as	  they	  agreed	  to	  maintain	  the	  unitary	  state.”	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  14).	  However,	   as	   the	   central	   authorities	   re-­‐consolidated	   its	   power,	   shortly	   after	   the	  deployment	  of	   the	  special	  autonomy	   law	  of	  2001,	   the	  government’s	  commitment	   to	   the	   law	  started	  to	  waver	  as	  the	  political	  situation	  had	  considerably	  changed	  since	  the	  turbulent	  first	  years	   of	   democratization.	   National	   leaders	   feared	   that	   the	   granting	   of	   special	   autonomy	   in	  Aceh	  could	  result	  in	  similar	  demands	  from	  other	  regions	  and	  a	  focus	  on	  the	  national	  unity	  re-­‐emerged	   (McGibbon,	   2004:	   5).	   The	   new	   agenda	   of	   strengthening	   the	   unitary	   state	   and	  reclaiming	  its	  sovereignty	  was	  expressed	  in	  the	  harsh	  and	  brutal	  cracking	  down	  on	  GAM,	  with	  the	  goal	  of	  annihilating	  the	  movement	  and	  all	  secessionist	  tendencies	   in	  the	  region.	   In	  2003	  the	  government	  declared	  martial	   law,	  which	  meant	  that	  the	  few	  of	  the	  GAM	  forces	  left	  were	  driven	  away	   from	  the	   territories	   they	  previously	  occupied	  and	  were	   forced	   into	   the	   jungles	  and	  mountains	  of	  Aceh	  (Gross,	  2007:	  163).	  In	  summary,	  the	  granting	  of	  the	  2001	  special	  autonomy	  law	  seems	  to	  have	  happened	  during	  a	  period	   of	   state	   weakness	   and	   a	   low	   degree	   of	   state	   opposition.	   When	   the	   Indonesian	  government	  was	  reconstituted,	  however,	  the	  original	  incitement	  for	  the	  law	  disappeared	  and	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  5	  For	  example	  the	  International	  Monetary	  Fond.	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a	  strategy	  of	  strong	  state	  opposition	  towards	  GAM	  was	  pursued	  once	  again,	  posing	  a	  serious	  barrier	  to	  secession.	  
International	  hostility	  towards	  secession	  In	   relation	   to	   what	   Bartkus	   terms	   international	   hostility,	   many	   scholars	   argue	   that	   the	  international	  society	   in	  general	  oppose	  the	  disintegration	  of	  states,	  as	  this	  compromises	  the	  regional	  and	  global	  stability	  and	  peace.	  The	  regional	  stability	  can	  for	  example	  be	  challenged	  as	  the	   struggle	   of	   secession	   can	   lead	   to	   great	   flows	   of	   refugees	   and	   displaced	   people	   to	  neighboring	  countries	  while,	  globally,	  the	  fear	  is	  that	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  one	  region	  can	  spur	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   other	   parts	   of	   the	  world	   as	  well	   (Ravich,	   2000:	   9;	  McGibbon,	  2004:	  102).	  In	   line	   with	   Galula’s	   (1964)	   conditions	   of	   successful	   insurgency	   outside	   support	   is	  important,	   however,	   the	   only	   country	   supporting	  GAM	   in	   its	   struggle	   for	   independence	  has	  been	   Libya,	   who	   has	   provided	   the	   movement	   with	   a	   sanctuary	   for	   military	   training	  throughout	  the	  late	  1980’s	  (Huxley,	  2002:	  36).	  Yet,	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  Cold	  War	  Libya	  closed	  its	  training	   program	   for	   foreign	   revolutionaries	   after	   pressure	   from	   several	  western	   countries	  (Aspinall,	  2005:	  107).	  	  	  Otherwise,	  the	  international	  community,	  and	  especially	  the	  US,	  Japan	  and	  Australia,	  supported	  the	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2001.	   The	   reason	   for	   the	   support	  was	   that	   the	   potential	   break-­‐up	   of	  Indonesia	  was	  seen	  to	  endanger	   the	  regional	  security	   in	  Southeast	  Asia	  and	  that	  stability	   in	  the	  Strait	  of	  Malacca	  was	  considered	  crucial	   for	   inter-­‐regional	  trade	  (Ravich,	  2000:	  16).	  The	  autonomy	  law	  was	  seen	  to	  provide	  a	  peaceful	  solution	  to	  the	  conflicted	  region	  of	  Aceh	  and	  a	  number	   of	   donors	   even	   offered	   technical	   assistance	   to	   support	   the	   drafting	   and	  implementation	  of	  the	  law	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  24).	  	  Additionally,	  maybe	  not	  to	  be	  perceived	  as	  a	  direct	  hostility	  but	  rather	  as	  a	  deliberate	  choice	  of	   inaction,	   the	  war	  on	   terror	  changed	   the	  actions	  of	   the	  US	  regarding	   the	  conflict	   in	  Aceh.	  While	   the	   US	   prior	   to	   9/11	   had	  monitored	   the	   conduct	   of	   the	   TNI	   towards	   GAM,	   in	  relation	   to	   Indonesia’s	  obligation	   to	  comply	  with	   the	  UN	  human	  rights	  declaration,	   this	  was	  not	  the	  case	  post-­‐9/11.	  This	  was	  partly	  because	  Indonesia	  came	  to	  be	  considered	  as	  a	  key	  US	  ally	   in	   the	   war	   on	   terror	   and	   because	   GAM	   suddenly	   was	   perceived	   as	   an	   Islamic	  fundamentalist	  movement	  in	  the	  West	  (Huxley,	  2002:	  40;	  ICTJ,	  2008:	  7).	  This	  was	  a	  false	  label	  created	  by	  the	  Indonesian	  government,	  which	  saw	  the	  opportunity	  to	  get	  a	  carte	  blanche	   in	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respect	   to	   its	   military	   actions	   against	   GAM,	   as	   the	   anti-­‐Islamic	   sentiment	   in	   the	  West	   was	  strong	   at	   this	   point.	   The	   Indonesian	   government	   largely	   succeeded	   in	   spreading	   this	  misinterpretation6,	  however,	  according	  to	  Shaw	  (2008)	  GAM	  should	  not	  be	  seen	  as	  a	  religious	  movement	   as	   it	   is	   essentially	   committed	   to	   the	   political	   goal	   of	   independence	   in	   Aceh	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   42;	   Shaw,	   2008:	   11).	   Aspinall	   (2007)	   supports	   the	   statement	   and	   argues	  that	   the	   leaders	  of	  GAM	  have	   in	   large	  part	   tried	   to	  distance	   the	  movement	   from	   its	   Islamic	  origins	  (Aspinall,	  2007:	  246).	  To	  sum	  up,	  the	  international	  society	  has	  generally	  not	  supported	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh,	  but	  has	  instead	  been	  encouraging	  a	  peaceful	  solution	  within	  the	  Indonesian	  state.	  After	  2001	   and	   the	   terrorist	   attacks	   on	   the	   US,	   some	   actors	   in	   the	   international	   society	   have	  increasingly	   perceived	   GAM	   as	   a	   fundamentalist	   Islamic	   movement	   and	   have	   largely	  disregarded	  the	  methods	  used	  by	  the	  TNI	  in	  their	  operation	  to	  eradicate	  GAM.	  These	  factors	  could	  pose	  as	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession	  according	  to	  Bartkus’	  (1999)	  framework.	  
	  
Social	  and	  security	  benefits	  of	  state	  membership	  Bartkus	   (1999)	  outlines	  several	  benefits	  of	   state	  membership	  divided	   into	   the	  categories	  of	  social,	   security	   and	   economic	   beneficial	   factors,	   which	   all	   work	   as	   barriers	   to	   secession	   as	  these	  benefits	  will	  not	  be	  readily	  accessible	  to	  the	  distinct	  community	  if	  it	  chooses	  to	  secede.	  The	   social	   and	   security	   factors	   are	   elaborated	   in	   the	   following,	   starting	   with	   the	   security	  benefits.	  The	  security	  benefits	  are	  related	  to	  the	  citizens’	  protection	  from	  violence	  and	  abuses	  from	   both	   internal	   and	   external	   actors.	   Aceh	   may	   potentially	   benefit	   from	   the	   overall	  protection	   of	   the	   Indonesian	   state	   borders	   and	   attacks	   from	   external	   actors,	   however,	   the	  internal	  security	  in	  Aceh	  is	  heavily	  violated	  by	  the	  TNI	  and	  the	  government’s	  security	  forces.	  The	   Acehnese	   people,	   especially	   GAM	   members,	   see	   themselves	   attacked	   from	   the	   same	  institutions	   that	  were	   intended	   to	   provide	   them	  with	   security.	   Kooistra	   (2001)	   even	   states	  that	   all	   Acehnese,	   GAM-­‐supporters	   or	   not,	   hold	   the	   Indonesian	   government	   responsible	   for	  their	   suffering	   (Kooistra,	   2001:	   18).	   This	   means	   that	   the	   internal	   security	   benefits	   are	  perceived	   to	   be	   low,	   thus	   not	   representing	   a	   great	   barrier	   to	   secession,	   but	   rather	   an	  incitement	  as	  discussed	  in	  the	  next	  section.	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  6	  This	  was	  made	  easier	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  international	  media	  access	  in	  the	  region	  (Shaw,	  2008:	  10).	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The	   social	   benefits	   include	   the	  protection	  of	  minorities	   and	   the	  upholding	   of	   human	  rights.	  These	  factors	  are	  thereby	  closely	  related	  to	  the	  ones	  of	  security	  mentioned	  above.	  The	  government	   forces	   have	   violated	   the	   Acehnese	   people’s	   human	   rights	   since	   the	   advent	   of	  conflict	   in	   the	   region	   (McGibbon,	   2004:	   4,	   9).	   The	   human	   rights	   violations	   have	   been	  documented	  by	  the	  media,	  which	  have	  clearly	  shown	  that	  the	  civilians	  in	  Aceh	  have	  been	  the	  main	  victims	  of	  the	  conflict	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  13).	  Furthermore,	  the	  social	  benefits	  also	  relate	  to	  the	  access	  to	  educational	  and	  health	   institutions.	  The	  access	  to	  the	  educational	  system	  in	  Aceh	   is	   problematic	   for	   two	  main	   reasons.	   First	   of	   all	   the	   traditional	   Islamic	   schools	   in	   the	  region	   have	   gradually	   been	   replaced	   by	   secular	   schools	   during	   the	   rule	   of	   Suharto,	   thus	  contradicting	  the	  traditional	  culture	  in	  Aceh,	  and	  secondly	  many	  children	  have	  been	  unable	  to	  attend	  school	  as	  they	  have	  been	  burned	  down	  during	  the	  conflict.	  Additionally,	  many	  families	  have	   lost	   their	   primary	   economic	   provider	   and	   caregiver,	   which	   have	   limited	   the	   family	  members’	  access	  to	  education	  and	  healthcare	  (Amnesty	  International,	  2013:	  45).	  This	  points	  to	  the	  social	  benefits	  of	  membership	  being	  rather	  low	  as	  well	  and	  therefore	  they	  do	  not	  seem	  pose	  a	  great	  barrier	  to	  secession.	  	  
Revenues	  from	  natural	  resources	  In	  1971	  Mobil	  Oil	   Indonesia	   (MOI)7	   discovered	   vast	   deposits	   of	   oil	   and	  natural	   gas	   in	  Lhok	  
Seumawe	  in	  the	  northern	  part	  of	  Aceh	  and	  subsequently	  an	  industrial	  zone	  was	  established	  in	  the	  area	  (Lhok	  Seumawe	  Industrial	  Zone	  -­‐	  ZILS).	  The	  Arun	  gas	  plant,	  located	  in	  ZILS,	  is	  one	  of	  the	  largest	  and	  most	  profitable	  in	  the	  world	  and	  Indonesia	  can	  be	  listed	  as	  one	  of	  the	  biggest	  exporters	   of	   liquid	  natural	   gas	   (LNG).	   In	   2001	  LNG	  amounted	   to	   a	   fifth	   of	   Indonesia’s	   total	  exports	   and	   five	   percent	   of	   the	   gross	   national	   product	   (ICTJ,	   2008:	   8).	   Therefore,	   it	   seems	  evident	   that	   the	   natural	   resources	   in	   the	   Aceh	   region	   are	   of	   great	   importance	   to	   the	  Indonesian	  government	  and	  its	  state	  budget.	  The	   population	   in	   Aceh	   claims	   that	   the	   land	   provided	   to	   the	   MOI	   plant	   was	   expropriated	  without	   adequate	   compensation	   to	   the	   local	   residents	   and	   that	   the	   production	   causes	  significant	   environmental	   damage	   to	   the	   surrounding	   area.	   Moreover,	   the	   Acehnese	  population	  has	  considered	  it	  to	  be	  problematic	  that	  MOI	  has	  thus	  far	  had	  a	  close	  relationship	  with	   the	   TNI,	   which	   has	   been	   a	   consequence	   of	   an	   agreement	   between	   MOI	   and	   the	  Indonesian	  government	  to	  utilize	  members	  from	  the	  TNI	  as	  private	  security	  personnel	  for	  its	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  7	  The	  Indonesian	  subsidiary	  of	  Exxon	  Mobil.	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plant	   (ICTJ,	   2008:	   8).	   Additionally,	   the	   two	  parties	  made	   an	   agreement	   on	   revenue	   sharing	  stating	   that	   the	   Indonesian	  government	  should	  get	  70	  percent	  while	  MOI	  should	  receive	  30	  percent.	  The	  provincial	  administration	  of	  Aceh	  did	  not	  receive	  any	  revenue	  directly	  and	  only	  five	   percent	   of	   the	   revenue	   was	   channeled	   back	   to	   the	   Aceh	   province	   from	   the	   central	  government	  in	  Jakarta	  (Ravich,	  2000:	  13).	  	  In	   the	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2001	   the	   revenues	   accruing	   to	   the	   provincial	   government	   of	   Aceh	  were	   increased.	   In	   the	   law	   there	   was	   assigned	   specific	   percentages	   of	   taxes	   earned	   from	  natural	   resource	   exploitation	   and	   in	   relation	   to	   onshore	   gas	   the	   Aceh	   province	   was	   now	  entitled	   to	  30	  percent	  of	   the	  rent	  while	   the	  share	  was	  15	  percent	   in	  relation	  to	  onshore	  oil.	  Furthermore,	  additional	  funds	  were	  disbursed	  under	  the	  law	  giving	  an	  immense	  boost	  to	  the	  provincial	  budgets	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  28).	  This	  development	  could	  possibly	  have	  helped	  tame	  the	  secessionist	  demands,	  as	  economic	  grievances	  were	  to	  be	  reduced	  and	  economic	  benefits	  of	  membership	  were	  to	  be	  increased,	  however	  due	  to	  corrupt	  and	  weak	  local	  government	  it	  never	   came	   to	   benefit	   the	   local	   communities	   of	   Aceh.	   Rather,	   both	   GAM	   and	   TNI	   were	  extorting	  local	  officials	  and	  hereby	  gaining	  funds	  for	  their	  continued	  operations	  of	  insurgency	  and	  counter-­‐insurgency	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  28).	  In	  addition,	  the	  autonomy	  law	  stated	  that	  the	  revenue	  should	   first	  be	  collected	  by	   Jakarta	  and	  then	  be	  disbursed	  to	   local	  officials	  and	  this	  created	  suspicion	  that	  payments	  were	  intended	  as	  political	  tools	  (Wennmann	  &	  Krause	  2009:	  15).	  	  	  To	  sum	  up,	  the	  population	  in	  Aceh	  does	  not	  benefit	  much	  from	  the	  revenues	  generated	  from	  the	  natural	  resources	  in	  the	  region.	  The	  2001	  special	  autonomy	  law	  did	  in	  principle	  enhance	  the	  revenues	  accruing	   to	   the	  region,	  however	  corruption	  and	  weak	  government	   institutions	  have	  meant	   that	   the	   local	   community’s	   have	   not	   experienced	   any	   improvements.	   Thus,	   the	  economic	   benefits	   of	   state	  membership	   are	   still	   low	   after	   the	   2001	   law	   and	   should	   not	   be	  considered	  as	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession.	  	  
Incitement	  to	  secession	  	  
Physical	  threats	  as	  a	  cost	  of	  state	  membership	  The	  Acehnese	  population	  has	  experienced	  severe	  costs	  of	  state	  membership	  due	  to	  the	  human	  rights	  violations	  carried	  out	  by	  the	  TNI	  and	  the	  government	  security	  forces	  during	  the	  30-­‐year	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conflict.	  Especially	  during	  the	  Suharto	  regime	  and	  its	  DOM,	  but	  as	  well	  in	  the	  aftermath	  of	  the	  2001	  special	  autonomy	  law,	  were	  the	  human	  rights	  violations	  highly	  prevalent.	  GAM	   rejected	   the	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2001,	   perceiving	   it	   as	   an	   insult	   to	   their	   demand	   for	  independence,	   and	   violence	   between	   GAM	   and	   the	   TNI	   and	   government	   security	   forces	  continued	   reaching	   unprecedented	   levels	   (Huxley,	   2002:	   40).	   In	   2003	   the	   Indonesian	  government	   stated	   that	   it	  would	   not	   discuss	   further	   peace	   agreements	  with	   GAM	   until	   the	  Acehnese	   would	   accept	   the	   special	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2001.	   As	   this	   did	   not	   happen	   the	  government	  declared	  martial	  law	  in	  the	  region	  and	  45,000	  troops	  were	  sent	  to	  Aceh	  in	  order	  to	  eradicate	  GAM	  (Gross,	  2007:	  163).	  The	  martial	  law	  meant	  that	  the	  people	  of	  Aceh	  were	  forced	  to	  wear	  identification	  tags	  in	  order	  for	  the	  troops	  to	  distinguish	  between	  GAM	  members	  and	  civilians	  and	  moreover	  aid	  operations	  were	  halted	  and	  all	  NGOs	  were	   forced	  to	   leave	  Aceh.	  The	  45,000	  military	   troops	  posed	  a	  huge	  threat	  to	  the	  GAM	  forces	  of	  only	  3,000	  troops	  and	  the	  TNI	  claims	  that	  they	  have	  killed	  more	   than	   2,000	   GAM	   fighters	   during	  martial	   law	   (Gross,	   2007:	   163).	   However,	   this	  would	  have	  reduced	  GAM	  with	  almost	  70	  percent,	  which	  has	  led	  to	  speculations	  about	  a	  huge	  amount	   of	   civilians	   among	   the	   killings	   of	   the	   2,000	   alleged	   GAM	   fighters,	   as	   GAM,	  with	   an	  increase	   in	   its	   operations,	   did	   not	   seem	   to	   have	   reduced	   its	   capacity	   so	   severely	   (Bünte	   &	  Ufen,	   2008:	   305;	   McBeth	   &	   Lintner,	   2004:	   21).	   Unfortunately,	   the	   data	   concerning	   these	  killings	  are	  quite	  restricted	  as	  the	  government	  did	  not	  allow	  for	  any	  external	  actors	  to	  enter	  Aceh	  during	  martial	  law,	  and	  so	  there	  is	  very	  little	  research	  in	  the	  area,	  why	  the	  data	  must	  be	  treated	  with	  caution	  (Bünte	  &	  Ufen,	  2008:	  305).	  According	  to	  Amnesty	  International	  (2013),	  the	  pattern	  and	  intensity	  of	  human	  rights	  abuses	  during	  the	  year	  of	  martial	  law	  resembled	  the	  height	  of	  the	  DOM	  period.	  The	  security	  forces	  carried	  out	  armed	  raids	  and	  house	  searches	  and	  often	  young	  men	  would	  be	   suspected	  of	  GAM	  membership	  and	  were	  at	  high	   risk	  of	  human	  rights	  violations,	   such	  as	  arbitrary	  detention,	   torture	  and	  summary	  executions.	  Women	  and	  girls	  were	  subjected	  to	  rape	  and	  other	  forms	  of	  sexual	  violence	  and	  hundreds	  of	  people	  were	  brought	  through	  unfair	  trials	  due	  to	  their	  alleged	  connection	  to	  GAM	  (Amnesty	  International,	  2013:	  17-­‐18).	  	  In	  summary,	  the	  martial	  law	  made	  it	  clear	  that	  the	  2001	  special	  autonomy	  law	  did	  not	  succeed	  in	  mitigating	  the	  violent	  conflict	  in	  the	  region	  and	  the	  human	  rights	  violations	  only	  rose	  after	  the	  law,	  fueling	  the	  demands	  for	  secession.	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Cultural	  threats	  as	  a	  cost	  of	  state	  membership	  In	   addition	   to	   the	   physical	   threats,	   the	   Acehnese	   have	   also	   experienced	   the	   costs	   of	   state	  membership	  in	  terms	  of	  cultural	  threats,	  in	  line	  with	  Bartkus’	  theory.	  The	  Muslim	  majority	  in	  Indonesia	  has	  for	  a	  long	  time	  been	  substantially	  marginalized	  in	  Indonesian	  politics	  and	  this	  has	   been	   particularly	   evident	   in	   the	   Aceh	   region	   where	   more	   than	   98	   percent	   of	   the	  population	   is	  Muslim	   (Gross,	   2007:	   vii;	   Ravich,	   2000:	   11).	   In	   particular,	   during	   the	   Suharto	  regime	   did	   the	   Islamic	   majority	   of	   Aceh	   feel	   threatened	   by	   the	   secular	   state	   philosophy,	  
Pancasila.	   Pancasila,	   implemented	   in	   1945	   by	   president	   Sukarno	   and	   enthusiastically	  supported	   by	   his	   successor	   Suharto,	   was	   a	   state	   philosophy	   that	   intended	   to	   reunite	   and	  homogenize	   the	   archipelago	   in	   the	  wake	  of	  World	  War	   II	   (Gross,	   2007:	  3).	  The	  philosophy,	  however,	  was	  among	  the	  Muslim	  majority	  perceived	  as	  a	  discrimination	  against	   the	  Muslim	  community,	  mainly	  because	  Pancasila	  was	  considered	  to	  be	  too	  secular.	  In	  the	  2001	  autonomy	  law	  it	  was	  stated	  that	  Aceh	  was	  allowed	  to	  implement	  parts	  of	  Islamic	   law	   and	   establish	   an	   independent	   Islamic	   council,	   thus	   indicating	   an	   increased	  acceptance	   of	   the	   special	   cultural	   status	   of	   the	   region	   by	   the	   Indonesian	   government	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   10).	   Thus,	   for	   the	   Acehnese	   people	   supporting	   secession	   based	   on	   the	  perception	  of	  huge	  politico-­‐religious	  discrepancies	  between	   Jakarta	  and	  Aceh	   the	  autonomy	  law	  might	  have	  mitigated	  their	  secessionist	  demands.	  	  Another	   cultural	   threat	   linked	   to	   the	   membership	   of	   the	   Indonesian	   state	   is	   the	   immense	  migration	  flows	  from	  Java	  during	  the	  Suharto	  rule.	  Between	  1969	  and	  1983	  more	  than	  35,000	  Javanese	  migrants	  settled	  in	  Aceh,	  which	  enforced	  the	  Acehnese	  resentment	  of	  Java	  (Aspinall,	  2009:	  66).	  A	  resentment	  that	  had	  its	  foundation	  in	  the	  impression	  of	  Javanese	  dominance	  of	  the	  outer	  regions	  in	  the	  country.	  As	  explained	  by	  GAM	  leader	  Husaini	  Hasan:	  
“Who	  is	  it	  who	  wants	  to	  be	  Free?	  Aceh.	  From	  what	  do	  we	  want	  to	  be	  free?	  Indonesia.	  Who	  
is	   it	   who	   holds	   Indonesia?	   Java.	   So	   what	   we	   saw	   was	   that	   everything	   was	   a	   kind	   of	  
Javanese	  colonialism	  toward	  the	  people	  outside	  Java”	  (Aspinall,	  2009:	  73).	  Java	  was	  perceived	  as	  a	  symbol	  of	   the	  oppressive	  politics	  of	  Suharto,	  and	   therefore	  became	  the	  enemy.	  The	   Indonesian	   transmigration	  program	  (transmigrasi)	   forced	   the	  outer	   islands,	  including	   Aceh,	   to	   receive	   thousands	   of	   migrants	   from	   the	   overpopulated	   island	   of	   Java	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without	   consideration	   to	   the	   local	   population	   (Aspinall	   &	   Berger,	   2001:	   1007-­‐1008).	   The	  receiving	  islands	  were	  not	  given	  any	  kind	  of	  compensation	  from	  the	  government	  to	  mitigate	  the	   extra	   strain	   on	   the	   already	   scarce	   resources.	   Moreover,	   the	   Javanese	   migrants	   were	  receiving	   compensation	   in	   relation	   to	   their	   transmigration,	   thus	   leading	   to	   inequalities	  between	  the	  indigenous	  Acehnese	  and	  the	  new	  migrants	  (Fearnside,	  1997:	  565).	  Additionally,	  the	   grievances	   were	   felt	   even	   harder	   in	   the	   Aceh	   region	   due	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   the	   socio-­‐economic	   inequalities	   between	  migrants	   and	  natives	  were	  higher	  here	   than	   in	   surrounding	  regions	   also	   subjected	   to	   transmigrasi	   (Tadjoeddin,	   2011:	   314).	   In	   line	  with	   Gurr’s	   (1971)	  argument	   on	   relative	   deprivation	   these	   inequalities	   created	   tension	   between	   the	   ethnic	  Acehnese	  and	  the	  ethnic	  Javanese.	  
Furthermore,	   one	   of	   the	   aims	   of	   the	   transmigration	   program	  was	   that	   all	   ethnic	  minorities	  should	  be	  integrated	  into	  one,	  as	  explained	  by	  the	  minister	  of	  transmigration,	  Martono:	  “By	  way	  of	  transmigration,	  we	  will	  try	  to...integrate	  all	  the	  ethnic	  groups	  into	  one	  nation,	  
the	  Indonesian	  nation...The	  different	  ethnic	  groups	  will	  in	  the	  long	  run	  disappear	  because	  
of	  integration...and...there	  will	  be	  one	  kind	  of	  man”	  (Fearnside,	  1997:	  563).	  In	  Martono’s	  quote	   it	   is	  obvious	   that	  one	  of	   the	  aims	  of	   the	   transmigration	  program	  was	   to	  eliminate	   competing	   ethnic	   groups	   to	   the	   ruling	   Javanese	   elite	   and	   homogenize	   the	   nation.	  Naturally,	  this	  has	  greatly	  affected	  the	  ethnic	  Acehnese	  who	  did	  not	  wish	  to	  be	  engulfed	  by	  the	  unitary	  nationalistic	  sentiment.	  After	   the	   fall	   of	   Suharto	   and	   the	   financial	   crisis	   in	   the	   late	   1990s	   the	  transmigration	  program	  almost	  came	  to	  an	  end	  due	  to	  lack	  of	  funding	  and	  the	  weakening	  of	  state	   institutions	   (Nugroho,	   2013:	   9).	   In	   Aceh	   the	   violent	   conflict	   between	   GAM	   and	   the	  government	   forces	   complicated	   the	   transmigration	   process	   to	   this	   region,	   as	   the	   security	  concerns	   for	   the	   transmigrants	   were	   high.	   According	   to	   the	   Jakarta	   Post	   some	   42,000	   out	  48,000	   families	   left	  Aceh	   in	   the	  year	  of	  2003	  and	  are	  generally	  unwilling	   to	   return	   (Jakarta	  Post,	   2003).	   However,	   the	   sentiment	   in	   Aceh	   continues	   to	   be	   hostile	   towards	   the	  transmigrated	   Javanese	  and	   the	   transmigration	  past.	  The	   transmigration	  program	  therefore	  fueled	   the	   secessionist	   sentiments	   in	   Aceh,	   but	  was	   not	   of	  major	   concern	   in	   the	   post-­‐2001	  autonomy	  law	  years.	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To	  sum	  up,	  the	  cultural	  threats	  experienced	  by	  the	  Acehnese	  population	  as	  a	  consequence	  of	  state	   membership	   are	   twofold.	   First	   of	   all,	   the	   Acehnese	   felt	   marginalized	   in	   Indonesian	  politics	   for	  many	   years,	   as	   Islam	   largely	   has	   been	   taken	   off	   the	   political	   agenda	   due	   to	   the	  prevailing	  secular	  state	  philosophy.	  Some	  concessions	  of	  autonomy	  have	  been	  made	  to	  Aceh	  in	  the	  area	  of	  religion,	  for	  example	  allowing	  for	  the	  implementation	  of	  Shari’a,	  thus	  seemingly	  reducing	   the	   incitement	   to	   secession.	   The	   second	   cultural	   threat	   of	   vast	  migration	   flows	   is	  mostly	   related	   to	   the	   past	   history	   of	   Aceh	   and	   does	   not	   pose	   a	   major	   threat	   post-­‐2001.	  However,	   it	   has	   been	   crucial	   to	   highlight,	   as	   it	   explains	   some	   of	   the	   reason	   for	   the	   ethnic	  tension	   between	   Acehnese	   and	   migrants,	   a	   tension	   that	   has	   also	   been	   translated	   into	  enhanced	  tension	  between	  the	  Aceh	  region	  and	  island	  of	  Java	  on	  a	  larger	  scale.	  	  	  
Right	  to	  self-­determination	  According	   to	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   one	   of	   the	   incitements	   to	   secede	   includes	   the	   right	   to	   self-­‐determination	  and	  here	  she	  points	  to	  the	  fact	  that	  the	  distinct	  community	  will	  be	  better	  able	  to	  ensure	  their	  own	  security	  and	  a	  political	  life	  that	  suits	  their	  specific	  culture.	  In	  the	  case	  of	  Aceh,	  the	  state	  does	  not	  provide	  internal	  security	  for	  the	  population,	  rather	  it	  is	  in	  large	  part	  the	  cause	  of	  the	  insecurities	  experienced	  by	  the	  Acehnese.	  Walzer	  (in	  Bartkus,	  1999)	  points	  to	  the	   sovereign	   power	   as	   being	   essential	   if	   a	   nation	   wants	   to	   provide	   for	   its	   own	   security.	  Therefore	  one	  could	  argue	  that	  the	  security	  of	  the	  Acehnese	  would	  be	  better	  taken	  care	  of	  by	  the	   Acehnese	   themselves,	   thereby	   creating	   an	   incitement	   to	   secede.	   Bartkus	   (1999)	   also	  points	  to	  the	  principle	  of	  cultural	  integrity,	  and	  explains	  that	  self-­‐determination	  includes	  the	  right	  to	  determine	  one’s	  own	  political	  destiny.	  In	  the	  context	  of	  Aceh,	  this	  point	  relates	  to	  the	  desire	  of	  GAM	  to	  establish	  an	  independent	  state	  with	  its	  own	  legislation.	  In	  the	  2001	  special	  autonomy	   law	   this	   principle	   of	   self-­‐determination	   was	   not	   met,	   as	   the	   legislation	   still	  prohibited	   the	   creation	   of	   local	   parties	   without	   a	   national	   base	   to	   compete	   in	   elections	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   25-­‐26).	   The	   Acehnese	   were	   thereby	   still	   largely	   cut	   off	   from	   political	  influence.	  
Conclusion	  of	  part	  II	  One	   of	   the	   barriers	   to	   secession	   after	   the	   implementation	   of	   the	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2001	  included	   an	   increased	   number	   of	   violations	   against	   civilians	   by	   GAM,	   which	   created	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discontent	  among	  some	  Acehnese	  towards	  the	  movement.	  However,	  GAM	  continued	  to	  attract	  much	   support	   as	   an	   opposing	   force	   against	   the	   TNI,	   which	   has	   an	   even	   longer	   history	   of	  human	  rights	  violations	  and	  oppression	  in	  the	  region	  (Schulze,	  2004:	  18;	  Kooistra,	  2001:	  16).	  Therefore,	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   Aceh	   have	   been	   supported	   by	   the	   high	   costs	   of	  membership	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   physical	   threats	   created	   by	   the	   TNI	   and	   the	   government’s	  security	   forces.	   Furthermore,	   cultural	   threats	   of	   state	   membership	   have	   earlier	   on	   greatly	  affected	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh.	  However,	  as	  the	  transmigration	  program	  has	  been	  considerably	   downscaled	   and	   some	   of	   the	   religious	   grievances	   have	   been	   addressed	   in	   the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2001,	  the	  cultural	  threats	  were	  not	  so	  prevalent	  post	  2001,	  thus	  limiting	  this	  factor	   as	   an	   incitement	   to	   secession.	  The	   international	  hostility	   to	   secession,	   as	  outlined	  by	  Bartkus	  (1999),	  has	  not	  been	  immense,	  but	  the	  international	  society	  has	  in	  general	  supported	  a	  peaceful	   solution	   to	   the	  conflict	   in	  which	  Aceh	  would	   remain	  part	  of	   the	   Indonesian	  state	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   24).	  Moreover,	   some	   international	   actors,	   previously	   concerned	  with	   the	  conduct	   of	   TNI,	   have	   under	   the	   martial	   law	   in	   Aceh	   deliberately	   overlooked	   TNI’s	   brutal	  actions	  (Huxley	  2002:	  40).	  As	  far	  as	  known,	  only	  Libya	  has	  been	  supporting	  GAM’s	  insurgent	  actions	  in	  the	  late	  1980’s	  and	  the	  lack	  of	  international	  support	  is	  in	  line	  with	  Galula’s	  (1964)	  argumentation	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession	  as	  it	  decreases	  the	  likelihood	  of	  success	  of	  the	  insurgent	  group	  (Galula,	  1964:	  29).	  State	  opposition	  also	  works	  as	  a	  barrier	   to	  secession,	  and	  while	   it	  weakened	  during	  the	   first	  years	  of	  democratic	   transition	   in	  the	   late	  1990’s,	   the	  government	  did	  with	  the	  martial	  law	  in	  2003	  signal	  a	  highly	  strengthened	  state	  opposition	  and	  the	  martial	  law	   completely	   undermined	   the	   effects	   of	   the	   previously	   implemented	   autonomy	   law	   of	  2001(McGibbon,	   2004:	   5,	   14).	   With	   regard	   to	   the	   security	   and	   social	   benefits	   of	   state	  membership	  these	  have	  generally	  been	  decreasing	  in	  the	  case	  of	  Aceh	  and	  do	  not	  pose	  a	  great	  barrier	  to	  secession.	  Moreover,	  the	  economic	  benefits	  of	  state	  membership,	  symbolized	  by	  the	  revenue	   sharing	   of	   Aceh’s	   natural	   resources,	   have	   been	   slightly	   increased	   with	   the	   2001	  special	   autonomy	   law,	   however,	   due	   to	   corruption	   and	   weak	   regional	   	  government	  institutions	   it	  has	  not	  had	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	   the	  Acehnese	  communities,	  meaning	   that	   this	  benefit	  is	  still	  perceived	  as	  low	  and	  does	  not	  pose	  a	  barrier	  to	  secession	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  28).	  	  	   To	   put	   it	  more	   briefly,	   the	   factors	   increasing	   the	   incitement	   to	   secession	   post-­‐2001	  include	   the	   lack	   of	   state	   protection	   of	   minority	   and	   human	   rights,	   lack	   of	   general	   internal	  security	   and	   increase	   in	   physical	   threats,	   worsened	   access	   to	   the	   educational	   and	   health	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system	  and	  an	  increased	  sense	  of	  right	  to	  self-­‐determination	  among	  the	  Acehnese	  population.	  The	   factors	   operating	   as	   barriers	   to	   secession	   do	   on	   the	   other	   hand	   include	   strong	   state	  opposition,	   great	   human	   suffering	   among	   civilians	   due	   to	   the	   secessionist	   struggle,	   general	  international	  hostility	  and	  lack	  of	  outside	  support	  and	  decreased	  cultural	  threats.	  While	  the	  special	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2001	  addressed	  some	  of	  the	  cultural	  and	  economic	  grievances	  in	  Aceh	  it	  highly	  failed	  to	  address	  the	  more	  underlying	  causes	  of	  injustice	  driving	  the	   conflict	   (McGibbon,	   2004:	   ix).	   Therefore,	   it	   can	   be	   concluded	   that	   the	   secessionist	  demands	  were	  still	  highly	  prevalent	  after	  the	  implementation	  of	  the	  law.	  However,	  there	  were	  also	   still	   some	   great	   barriers	   to	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   due	   to	   the	   lack	   of	   international	  support	  and	  a	  strong	  state	  opposition.	  The	  Indonesian	  government	  seems	  to	  have	  enacted	  the	  2001	  special	  autonomy	  law	  during	  a	  time	  of	  government	  weakness	  and	  as	  the	  government’s	  authority	  was	  reconsolidated	  the	  support	  for	  the	  law	  wavered	  and	  a	  strong	  opposition	  to	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh	  was	  reconstituted.	   	  	  	  
PART	  III:	  LoGA	  -­	  autonomy	  law	  2006	  Unlike	   the	   analysis	   of	   the	   effects	   of	   the	   special	   autonomy	   law	   2001,	   the	   analysis	   of	   the	  autonomy	  law	  from	  2006	  will	  not	  be	  conducted	  by	  using	  Bartkus’	  (1999)	  framework.	  This	  is	  because	  GAM	  was	  dissolved	  after	  2005,	  and	  with	  the	  main	  agitator	  for	  secession	  now	  gone,	  a	  cost-­‐benefit	  analysis	  of	  secessionist	  demands	  seems	  redundant.	  What	  is	  interesting	  is	  rather	  how	   and	   why	   it	   was	   possible	   to	   deter	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   Aceh	   by	   the	  implementation	  of	  the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2006	  while	  the	  autonomy	  law	  launched	  in	  2001	  had	  little	  success.	  The	  socio-­‐political	  conditions	  in	  the	  time	  leading	  up	  to	  the	  peace	  agreement	  in	  Helsinki	  will	  therefore	  be	  analyzed	  along	  with	  the	  main	  outcomes	  of	  the	  autonomy	  law.	  	  
The	  socio-­political	  landscape	  from	  2001-­2006	  During	   the	   turbulent	   period	   of	   democratization	   in	   Indonesia	   from	   1998-­‐2003	   the	   central	  government	  was	  relatively	  weak	  and	  GAM	  was	  not	  facing	  any	  severe	  state	  opposition.	  In	  the	  following	   years,	   however,	   the	   state	   opposition	   towards	   GAM	   became	   stronger	   and	   harsher	  than	  ever	  before.	  This	  especially	  during	  the	  year	  Aceh	  was	  under	  martial	  law	  from	  May	  2003	  till	  May	  2004.	  Yet,	  when	  the	  current	  president	  Susilo	  Bambang	  Yudhoyono	  came	  to	  power	  in	  september	   2004,	   the	   hostile	   environment	   between	   GAM	   and	   the	   government	   softened.	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Yudhoyono	   and	  his	   government	  were	  more	   inclined	   to	   a	   peaceful	   resolution	   to	   the	   conflict	  and	   Yudhoyono	   stated	   that	   the	   conflict	   in	   Aceh	   had	   to	   be	   addressed	   through	   a	   combined	  granting	  of	  special	  autonomy	  and	  amnesty	  (Aspinall,	  2013:	  47;	  Aspinall,	  2005:	  11).	  Moreover,	  the	   intensified	  struggle	   in	   the	  Aceh	  region	  had	  placed	  great	  pressure	  on	  both	  TNI	  and	  GAM	  and	  strained	  their	  human	  and	  economic	  capacity.	  The	  martial	  law	  had	  been	  very	  costly	  for	  the	  central	  government	  and	  as	  senior	  military	  officers	  in	  TNI	  gradually	  recognized	  the	  resilience	  of	  GAM	  they	  started	  to	  advocate	  peace	  talks	  to	  prevent	  further	  costs,	  this	  both	  in	  relation	  to	  military	  troops	  and	  the	  financial	  expenses	  that	  a	   continued	   conflict	  would	   require.	   Furthermore,	   TNI	   soldiers	   in	  Aceh	   already	   experienced	  some	   of	   the	   consequences	   of	   the	   strained	   military	   budget	   by	   a	   lack	   of	   equipment	   and	  medicine,	   and	  many	   soldiers	   increasingly	   lost	   their	  morale	   as	   fatalities	   rose	   (Wennmann	  &	  Krause,	  2009:	  11).	  Additionally,	  a	  prominent	  TNI	   leader	  assessed	  that	   it	  was	  not	  possible	  to	  eradicate	  GAM,	  because	  even	   though	  TNI	  killed	  and	  captured	  an	   increasing	  number	  of	  GAM	  members	   they	  would	   continually	   be	   replenished	   and	  Aspinall	   (2005)	   argues	   that	  GAM	  was	  ensured	  a	  high	  level	  of	  recruitment	  due	  to	  the	  very	  tactics	  deployed	  by	  the	  military	  to	  destroy	  it	  (Aspinall,	  2005:	  13).	  Even	  though	  TNI	  never	  succeeded	  in	  eradicating	  GAM,	  the	  movement	  was	  considerably	  weakened	  during	  the	  period	  of	  martial	  law.	  The	  TNI	  destroyed	  much	  of	  GAM’s	  organizational	  structure	  by	   the	   forceful	   takeover	  of	   the	  hitherto	  GAM	  controlled	   territories,	  which	   led	   to	  a	  great	  loss	  in	  the	  movement’s	  fiscal	  and	  operational	  base,	  and	  furthermore	  TNI	  actions	  caused	  a	   severe	   reduction	   in	   the	   number	   of	   troops	   within	   the	   movement	   (Schulze,	   2007:	   12).	  Concurrently,	  GAM	  started	  to	  lose	  legitimacy	  among	  parts	  of	  the	  Acehnese	  population,	  firstly	  because	   the	  movement	   had	   been	   forced	   to	   turn	   to	   a	  more	   violent	   form	  of	   fundraising,	   and	  secondly	  because	   it	  was	  perceived	  as	  unable	   to	  protect	  villagers	   from	  violent	  actions	  of	   the	  TNI	   (Wennmann	  &	  Krause,	   2009:	   11).	   Parallel	  with	   the	   struggle	   on	   the	   battlefield	   in	   Aceh,	  GAM	  started	   to	  reassess	   its	  objectives.	   It	  was	   increasingly	  questioned,	  among	  the	   leaders	  of	  GAM,	  whether	   the	  movement	  was	   able	   to	   achieve	   independence	   through	   violent	  measures.	  This	   opened	   up	   for	   internal	   discussions	   in	   GAM	   for	   the	   possibility	   of	   replacing	   the	  movement’s	  original	  goal	  of	   independence	   to	  one	  of	   improving	   the	   living	  conditions	   for	   the	  Acehnese	   population	   by	   altering	   the	   relationship	   to	   the	   central	   government	   (Wennmann	  &	  Krause,	  2009:	  12).	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In	  late	  2004	  the	  first	  initiatives	  to	  a	  new	  peace	  process	  negotiation	  between	  GAM	  and	  the	  Indonesian	  government	  were	  taken.	  Shortly	  after,	  on	  december	  26th	  2004,	  a	  tsunami	  hit	  Indonesia	  with	  the	  Aceh	  region	  being	  the	  far	  worst	  affected	  with	  over	  165,000	  fatalities.	  The	  TNI	  was	   severely	  weakened	   by	   the	   tsunami	   because	   they	   controlled	  most	   of	   the	   coast	   and	  lowlands	  where	  the	  tsunami	  hit,	  leading	  to	  the	  loss	  of	  2,700	  soldiers,	  while	  GAM,	  forced	  into	  the	  mountains	  of	  Aceh,	  was	  less	  affected	  (Wennmann	  &	  Krause,	  2009:	  23).	  The	  tsunami	  also	  resulted	   in	   a	   heightened	   international	   attention	   towards	   Aceh,	   with	   foreign	   militaries,	   aid	  workers	  and	  journalists	  entering	  the	  region,	  putting	  an	  increased	  pressure	  on	  the	  government	  to	  solve	  the	  conflict	  peacefully	  and	  thereby	  maintain	  its	  legitimacy	  in	  the	  international	  society	  (Aspinall,	  2005:	  20;	  Acharya,	  2001:	  251).	  Thus,	  the	  tsunami	  greatly	  changed	  the	  context	  of	  the	  peace	   process,	   which	   was	   catalyzed	   in	   a	   time	   of	   great	   human	   catastrophe.	   However,	   even	  though	  both	  GAM	  and	  the	  central	  government	  portrayed	  their	  return	  to	  the	  negotiation	  table	  as	   a	   humanitarian	   response	   to	   the	   tsunami	   the	   preceding	   analysis	   has	   shown	   that	   the	  developments	   prior	   to	   the	   tsunami	   also	   have	   been	   decisive	   (Aspinall,	   2005:	   20).	   	  After	   six	  months	   of	   negotiations	   the	   MoU	   was	   signed	   which	   provided	   the	   foundation	   for	   the	   2006	  autonomy	  law	  (Wennmann	  &	  Krause,	  2009:	  8,	  12).	  	  	   To	   sum	  up,	   the	   socio-­‐political	   landscape	   between	  2001	   and	  2006	  was	   influenced	   by	  three	  decisive	  factors	  in	  relation	  to	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh	  and	  the	  eventual	  peace	  agreement.	   First	   of	   all,	   Yudhoyono	  was	   elected	   as	   the	   president	   of	   Indonesia	   in	   September	  2004,	   representing	   an	   opportunity	   for	   a	   more	   peaceful	   solution	   to	   the	   conflict	   in	   Aceh.	  Secondly,	  both	  GAM	  and	  TNI	  were	  strained	  by	  the	  intensive	  military	  struggle	  during	  the	  year	  of	  martial	   law	  and	  their	   leaders	   increasingly	  considered	  the	  option	  of	  a	  diplomatic	  solution.	  Lastly,	   the	   tsunami	   gave	   GAM	   and	   the	   Indonesian	   government	   an	   opening	   to	   approach	   the	  negotiation	  table	  based	  on	  a	  humanitarian	  response,	  while	  the	  international	  society	  also	  put	  pressure	  on	  the	  parties	  to	  find	  a	  peaceful	  solution.	  
The	  impacts	  of	  the	  2006	  special	  autonomy	  law	  
Increased	  political	  influence	  and	  the	  2006	  elections	  As	  a	  part	  of	  the	  peace	  process	  in	  Helsinki	  GAM	  was	  dissolved	  and	  subsequently	  several	  former	  GAM	   members	   ran	   as	   candidates	   for	   the	   local	   elections	   in	   December	   2006.	   As	   earlier	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mentioned,	   the	   establishment	   of	   political	   parties	   in	   Aceh	   had	   so	   far	   been	   restricted	   by	  Indonesian	   party	   law	   stating	   that	   political	   representation	   should	   happen	   through	   national	  parties.	  With	   the	   LoGA,	   however,	   it	   was	   now	   possible	   to	   establish	   local	   political	   parties	   in	  Aceh	  and	  run	  for	  the	  local	  elections	  as	  an	  independent	  candidate	  (Mietzner,	  2007:	  3).	  Under	  the	  monitoring	  of	  international	  organs,	  such	  as	  the	  European	  Union,	  GAM	  disarmed	  and	  most	  of	  the	  TNI	  troops	  retreated	  from	  the	  Aceh	  region	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  4).	  At	  the	  same	  time,	  several	  imprisoned	  GAM-­‐fighters	  were	  released,	  also	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  tsunami’s	  destruction	  of	  many	  prisons.	  Former	  GAM	  leader,	  Irwandi	  Yusuf,	  was	  such	  an	  escapist	  and	  was	  the	  head	  runner	  for	  the	  2006	  elections	  in	  December	  together	  with	  his	  running	  mate	  Muhammad	  Nazar	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  10).	  	  In	   the	  months	   leading	   up	   to	   the	   elections	   it	   did	   not	   seem	  promising	   for	   either	   of	   the	   GAM	  candidates	  and	  most	  commentators	  believed	  that	  the	  governorship	  certainly	  was	  out	  of	  reach.	  However,	  against	  all	  odds,	  Yusuf	  and	  Nazar	  polled	  38.2	  percent	  against	  seven	  other	  pairs	  of	  candidates	  (ICG,	  2007:	  1).	  The	  young	  GAM	  candidates	  did	  surprisingly	  better	  than	  predicted,	  even	  in	  areas	  not	  particularly	  known	  as	  GAM	  supportive	  and	  in	  areas	  constituting	  large	  shares	  of	  ethnic	  non-­‐Acehnese.	  In	  some	  areas	  Yusuf	  and	  Nazar	  even	  received	  as	  much	  as	  76.2	  percent	  of	  the	  votes	  (ICG,	  2007:	  1).	  A	  large	  part	  of	  the	  popularity	  of	  GAM	  at	  the	  elections	  was	  due	  to	  the	  dissatisfaction	  with	  the	  Jakarta-­‐based	  parties	  that	  had	  earlier	  disappointed	  the	  Acehnese	  by	  serving	  the	  elite	  instead	  of	  the	  broad	  population	  in	  Aceh.	  The	  Yusuf/Nazar-­‐duo	  became	  a	  synonym	  with	  the	  upholding	  of	  the	  MoU	  peace	  agreements,	  and	  they	  succeeded	  in	  convincing	  the	  Acehnese	  that	  a	  vote	  on	  the	  former	  GAM	  members	  was	  a	  vote	  for	  peace	  (ICG,	  2007:	  4).	  	  The	  2006	  election	  was	  indeed	  a	  turning	  point	  in	  the	  history	  of	  Aceh.	  For	  the	  first	  time,	  the	   Acehnese	  were	   able	   to	   vote	   for	   a	   real	   Acehnese	   party	  with	   no	   Jakarta	   affiliations.	   The	  elections	   were	   seen	   as	   a	   sign	   that	   the	   peace	   in	   Aceh	   would	   not	   be	   reversed	   and	   that	  democracy	   prevailed	   (Schulze,	   2007:	   10).	   As	   GAM	   was	   dissolved	   and	   its	   means	   became	  political	  instead	  of	  violent,	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  were	  at	  an	  all	  time	  low	  and	  the	  struggle	  for	   independence	   could	  arguably	  be	   seen	  as	  obsolete.	  The	   implementation	  of	   the	  LoGA	  had	  mitigated	   the	   demand	   for	   secession	   as	   the	   costs	   of	   membership	   had	   greatly	   diminished.	  Belonging	   to	   the	   state	  did	  not	  pose	   the	   same	   threats,	   in	   terms	  of	  human	   suffering,	   political	  marginalization	  and	  economic	  exploitation,	  to	  the	  people	  of	  Aceh	  any	  longer,	  why	  the	  struggle	  to	  secede	  arguably	  would	  be	  too	  costly	  relative	  to	  the	  gains.	  However,	  it	  remained	  important	  to	   former	   GAM	  members	   to	   distinguish	   Aceh	   from	   Indonesia,	   in	   spite	   of	   their	   inability	   to	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support	  outright	  secession,	  and	  former	  GAM	  members	  still	  generally	  showed	  little	  enthusiasm	  towards	  Indonesia	  and	  Indonesian	  identity	  (Aspinall,	  2013:	  48).	  	  	  	  
Greater	  control	  over	  economic	  resources	  	  Operating	  as	  politicians	   former	  GAM	  members	  could	  now	  focus	  on	   tasks	   like	  alleviating	   the	  widespread	  poverty	  in	  the	  region,	  an	  area	  that	  was	  in	  great	  need	  of	  attention.	  According	  to	  the	  2006	  autonomy	  law	  Aceh	  were	  to	  receive	  an	  allocation	  of	  a	  special	  autonomy	  fund	  over	  the	  following	  20	  years.	  The	  money	  was	   earmarked	   for	   improving	   infrastructure,	   education	   and	  health	   care	   with	   the	   overall	   aim	   of	   combating	   the	   extensive	   poverty	   in	   the	   region	  (Worldwatch,	   2013).	   Thus,	   the	   economic	   exploitation	   the	   Acehnese	   witnessed	   through	   the	  New	  Order	  and	  in	  the	  years	  after	  now	  seemed	  to	  attenuate.	  Aceh	  was	  for	  example	  	  given	  the	  right	   to	   raise	   taxes	   and	   receive	   foreign	   direct	   investment	   (Hannum,	   2008:	   117).	   Increasing	  revenues	  for	  their	  natural	  resources	  had	  been	  one	  of	  GAM’s	  main	  causes	  and	  the	  LoGA	  now	  addressed	   this	   in	   a	   much	   more	   satisfactory	   way	   than	   the	   2001	   autonomy	   law.	   The	   LoGA	  stipulates	  that	  the	  province	  of	  Aceh	  is	  to	  receive	  70	  percent	  of	  the	  revenues	  from	  the	  oil	  and	  gas	   resources	   in	   the	   region,	   whereas	   the	   2001	   autonomy	   law	   only	   assigned	   Aceh	   with	   15	  percent	  and	  30	  percent	  of	  the	  oil	  and	  gas	  revenues,	  respectively.	  However,	  the	  management	  of	  the	  gas	  and	  oil	  resources	  were	  still	  to	  be	  handled	  conjointly	  between	  the	  regional	  and	  central	  government	  (Worldwatch,	  2013).	  	  	  
Greater	  control	  over	  cultural	  characteristics	  The	  LoGA	  allowed	  for	  Aceh	  to	  implement	  a	  more	  comprehensive	  part	  of	  the	  Shari’a	  law.	  In	  the	  2001	  autonomy	  law	  this	  had	  mainly	  been	  refined	  to	  the	  areas	  of	  dress	  code	  and	  family	   law,	  while	  LoGA	  allowed	  for	  the	  implementation	  of	  criminal	  law	  as	  well	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  11).	  This	  included	  the	  establishment	  of	  a	  Shari’a	  police	  and	  the	  use	  of	  corporal	  punishment	  (Aspinall,	  2007:	   257).	   	  However,	   due	   to	   the	   Indonesian	   central	   government’s	   signing	   of	   international	  human	  rights	   treaties	   the	   implementation	  of	  Shari’a	   criminal	   law	   in	  Aceh	   is	  problematic,	   as	  the	   corporal	   punishment	   included	   in	   Shari’a	   law	   violates	   several	   human	   rights	   principles.	  Because	  Aceh	  is	  a	  part	  of	  the	  Indonesian	  state,	  the	  region	  is	  bound	  by	  the	  laws	  signed	  by	  the	  state,	   limiting	   the	   region’s	   self-­‐determination	   in	   relation	   to	   its	   religious	   law	   (Uddin,	   2011:	  608).	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Post-­conflict	  truth	  and	  reconciliation	  mechanisms	  Another	  main	   cause	   of	   GAM	  was	   that	   the	   TNI	   should	   be	   held	   responsible	   for	   their	   human	  rights	  violations	  during	  the	  conflict,	  and	  especially	  during	  martial	  law.	  In	  the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2006	   it	   is	   stated	   that	   violations	   of	   human	   rights	   only	   will	   be	   addressed	   in	   case	   they	   have	  occurred	  after	  the	  establishment	  of	  the	  Human	  Rights	  Court	  for	  Aceh.	  The	  tribunal	  therefore	  only	   have	   authority	   to	   investigate	   incidences	   post-­‐2005	   and	   have	   no	   retro-­‐active	   powers	  (Worldwatch,	  2013).	  Consequently,	   it	  seems	  credible	   to	  state	   that	   there	   is	  a	   lack	  of	  political	  will	   to	   address	   past	   crimes	   and	   establish	   the	   truth	   about	   Aceh’s	   recent	   history.	   Several	  national	  military	  and	  parliamentarians	  have	  expressed	  the	  importance	  of	  forgetting	  about	  the	  past	  in	  order	  to	  move	  forward.	  	  	  
Conclusion:	  Autonomy	  law	  2001	  and	  2006	  compared	  
There	   have	   been	   some	  key	   differences	   in	   the	   conditions	   under	  which	   the	   autonomy	   law	  of	  2001	   and	   2006	   were	   implemented	   that	   can	   help	   explain	   why	   they	   had	   such	   different	  outcomes.	  First,	  the	  socio-­‐political	  conditions	  were	  rather	  different	  in	  2001	  and	  2006.	  In	  2001	  the	  Indonesian	  state	  was	  still	  in	  the	  process	  of	  a	  massive	  democratic	  transformation	  that	  had	  been	   underway	   since	   the	   authoritarian	   rule	   of	   Suharto	   ended	   in	   1998.	   Many	   of	   the	   newly	  established	   state	   institutions	   were	   still	   rather	   weak	   and	   civil	   society	   groups,	   secessionist	  movements	   and	   the	   international	   society	   simultaneously	   threatened	   the	   state’s	   sovereignty	  from	  various	  different	  angles[1].	  Thus,	  the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2001	  was	  granted	  to	  Aceh	  during	  a	   period	   of	   state	   weakness	   and	   as	   a	   response	   to	   the	   mounting	   pressure	   on	   the	   central	  government,	  and	  was	  therefore	  in	  danger	  of	  reversal	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  3).	  Nordquist	  (1998)	  does	   in	   this	   relation	   point	   to	   the	   fact	   that	   weak	   states	   make	   weak	   autonomies.	   McGibbon	  (2004)	  also	  argues	  that	  the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2001	  failed	  to	  address	  the	  underlying	  causes	  of	  the	   conflict	   by	   ignoring	   the	   economic	   grievances	   and	  human	   rights	   violations	   in	   the	   region	  (McGibbon,	   2004:	   9).	   Furthermore,	   commitment	   to	   the	   law	   faltered	   as	   the	   government	  reconsolidated	   showing	   clearly	   that	   autonomy	   had	   been	   used	   as	   a	   crisis-­‐tool	   and	   lacked	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genuine	  backing	  from	  the	  political	  elite.	  Additionally,	  the	  referendum	  given	  to	  East	  Timor	  in	  1999	  had	  fueled	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  Aceh,	  while	  the	  Indonesian	  central	  government	  increasingly	  feared	  the	  disintegration	  of	  the	  country	  and	  many	  politicians	  pushed	  for	  harder	  measures	  to	  be	  taken	  against	  secessionist	  movements	  in	  the	  archipelago	  (Kooistra,	  2001:	  16).	  In	   2006	   the	   socio-­‐political	   situation	   was	   considerably	   changed.	   On	   the	   political	   front,	   the	  former	  president	  Sukarnoputri	  had	  been	  replaced	  by	  Yudhoyono,	  representing	  a	  government	  that	  was	  far	  more	  prone	  to	  find	  a	  peaceful	  solution	  to	  the	  conflict	  in	  Aceh	  (Aspinall,	  2013:	  47).	  This	  of	  course	  also	  in	  the	  light	  of	  a	  year	  long	  and	  costly	  struggle	  for	  the	  TNI	  in	  Aceh	  during	  the	  year	  the	  region	  was	  under	  martial	  law.	  The	  harsh	  struggle	  between	  GAM	  and	  TNI	  had	  taken	  its	  toll	  on	  both	  parties	  and	  the	  leaders	  within	  in	  each	  camp	  increasingly	  considered	  revising	  their	  approaches	  and	  goals	   (Wennmann	  &	  Krause,	  2009:	  11).	  Lastly,	   the	   tsunami	  on	  26th	  of	  December	   2004	  was	   of	   great	   significance	   to	   the	   events	   the	   following	   years	   as	   it	   created	   a	  grave	  humanitarian	  emergency	  in	  Aceh	  that	  needed	  immediate	  response.	  	  	  	  Besides	   the	   socio-­‐political	   environment,	   the	   autonomy	   law	   of	   2001	   and	   2006	   had	   some	  decisive	   differences	   in	   relation	   to	   the	   content.	   Both	   laws	   addressed	   the	   implementation	   of	  Islamic	  law,	  however,	  in	  the	  2006	  autonomy	  law	  there	  was	  made	  further	  concessions	  in	  this	  respect,	  allowing	  for	  the	  implementation	  of	  Shari’a	  criminal	   law	  as	  well	  (Schulze,	  2007:	  11).	  Also,	  the	  share	  of	  revenues	  from	  natural	  resources	  accruing	  to	  Aceh’s	   local	  government	  was	  increased	   from	   the	   2001	   to	   the	   2006	   autonomy	   law.	   But	   most	   importantly,	   the	   2006	  autonomy	  law	  included	  concessions	  regarding	  the	  political	  authority	  of	  Aceh.	  With	  the	  2006	  autonomy	  law	  it	  was	  now	  possible	  to	  establish	  local	  political	  parties	  and	  run	  as	  candidates	  for	  the	   gubernatorial	   elections	   independently	   (Mietzner,	   2007:	   24).	   In	   the	   2001	   autonomy	   law	  there	   had	   been	   an	   implicit	   blocking	   of	   GAM	   members	   participation	   in	   the	   then	   newly	  established	   cultural	   institutions	   and	   direct	   elections,	   as	  many	  GAM	  members	  would	   not	   be	  able	   to	  meet	   the	   requirements	   for	   candidacy	  put	   forward	   in	   the	   law	   (McGibbon,	  2004:	  17).	  	  	  Lastly,	   the	  drafting	  and	   implementation	  process	  has	  also	  been	  widely	  different	   in	  2001	  and	  2006.	   In	   2001,	   the	   autonomy	   law	  was	   exclusively	   drafted	   in	   collaboration	   between	   central	  state	  politicians	  and	  the	  Jakarta-­‐friendly	  elite	  in	  Aceh.	  GAM	  and	  other	  important	  organizations	  and	   figures	   within	   the	   Acehnese	   population	   were	   not	   consulted	   and	   had	   practically	   no	  influence	  on	  the	  design	  of	  the	  autonomy	  law.	  The	  law	  thus	  gained	  little	  support	  and	  legitimacy	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within	  GAM	  and	  the	  Acehnese	  population	  that	  did	  not	  find	  the	  idea	  of	  devolving	  power	  to	  the	  region’s	   Jakarta-­‐friendly	   elite	   helpful	   for	   their	   situation.	  Meanwhile,	   the	   autonomy	   law	  was	  not	  effectively	  implemented	  by	  to	  the	  essentially	  weak	  and	  corrupt	  regional	  government	  and	  could	  easily	  be	  reversed	  or	  undermined	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  3-­‐4).	  Conversely,	  the	  autonomy	  law	  of	  2006	  was	   the	   result	   of	   a	  negotiation	  between	   representatives	  of	   the	   central	   government	  and	  GAM	  as	  part	  of	  the	  Helsinki	  peace	  process.	  Therefore,	  both	  parties	  largely	  agreed	  on	  the	  content	   of	   the	   law	   (Mietzner,	   2007:	   23-­‐24).	   Furthermore,	   the	   tsunami	   created	   immense	  international	  attention	  to	  the	  conflict	  and	  the	  peace	  negotiations,	  pressuring	  the	  two	  parties	  to	  jointly	  find	  real	  solutions.	  Scholars,	  such	  as	  McGibbon	  (2004),	  also	  argue	  that	  the	  different	  outcomes	   of	   the	   autonomy	   laws	   should	   not	   be	   ascribed	   to	   the	   content,	   but	   rather	   the	  processes	  of	  the	  creation	  and	  implementations	  of	  the	  laws	  (McGibbon,	  2004:	  68).	  	  In	   summary,	   the	   2001	   autonomy	   law	   was	   created	   unilaterally	   by	   the	   Indonesian	  government	  without	   the	   involvement	   of	   GAM	   or	   other	   actors	   in	   the	   Acehnese	   civil	   society,	  which	  led	  to	  the	  rejection	  of	  the	  law	  by	  the	  Acehnese	  and	  a	  rise	  in	  violent	  conflicts	  between	  GAM	  and	  the	  TNI,	  and	  lastly	  it	  fueled	  the	  secessionist	  demands	  in	  the	  region.	  Conversely,	  the	  LoGA	  was	  a	  result	  of	  peace	  negotiations	  between	  GAM	  and	  the	  government,	  why	  both	  parties	  agreed	  to	   the	  content	  of	   the	   law.	  Part	  of	   the	  negotiation	  was	  that	  GAM	  demobilized	  and	  the	  TNI	  withdrew	  its	  numerous	  troops	  in	  the	  region	  leading	  to	  a	  relatively	  peaceful	  environment	  between	  the	  two	  parties.	  With	  the	  peace	  settlement	  and	  the	  costs	  of	  membership	  now	  being	  less	   grave,	   the	   secessionist	   demands	   in	   Aceh	  were	  mitigated.	   Put	   in	   short	   terms,	   the	   2001	  autonomy	   law	   fueled	   secessionist	   demands,	   whereas	   the	   LoGA	   mitigated	   the	   secessionist	  demands,	   in	   large	   parts	   due	   to	   the	   processes	   by	   which	   the	   laws	   were	   created.	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